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PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 81ST CONGRESS (ADMINIS- 
TRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR MODIFYING EXISTING 
LEGISLATION) 


TUESDAY, JUNE 9, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL EDUCATION OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON Epucation anp Lazgor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:15 a.m., pursuant to call, in caucus 
room, Old House Office Building, Hon. Cleveland M. Bailey (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Bailey, Thompson, Udall, Brademas, and 
Frelinghuysen. 

Also present: Robert E. McCord, clerk of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Battery. The committee will be in order. 

The Subcommittee on General Education has been convened this 
morning to hear testimony relating to H.R. 7140, which represents 
the administration’s proposal for modifying existing legislation com- 
monly referred to as Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Today, and tomorrow, if it is required, has been set aside for the 
purpose of hearing the Secretary of Health, Education, and Walfare, 
the Federal Commissioner of Education, and members of the staff 
on this proposal. 

The Chair would like to announce at this time that due to the fact 
that the full Committee on Education and Labor will begin hearings 
in executive session on Thursday on labor legislation, individual 
school districts and State school officials that are interested in Public 
Laws 815 and 874 will be given an opportunity to be heard, but it 
will not be, I am sure, for a matter of 10 days or 2 weeks because the 
labor legislation is quite controversial. 

Interested parties will be advised as to the dates that will be set 
for hearings for those in opposition to the proposed amendments 
contained in H.R. 7140. 

As our first witness this morning, we will be glad to hear from the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and I think it would 
be well if you would introduce the members of your staff, particularly 
those of them who will be testifying or who will be called on during 
the course of the testimony for answers to various questions. In 
fact, I think it will be well to introduce your entire group, Mr. 
Secretary. 
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: ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT 
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY 
ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLA- 
TION; L. G. DERTHICK, COMMISSIONER; RALL I. GRIGSBY, 
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER AND DIRECTOR; AL LILLYWHITE, 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN 
FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS; AND RALPH C. M. FLYNT, ASSIST- 
ANT COMMISSIONER FOR LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, OFFICE OF 
EDUCATION 


Secretary Fiemmrna. Mr. Chairman, I am accompanied by Assist- 
ant Secretary Richardson and, as you have indicated, by the Com- 
missioner of Education. 

I will ask him to introduce the members of his staff who may be 
participating in the discussion. 

Mr. Dertuick. Mr. Chairman, I introduce Dr. Rall Grigsby, who is 
Assistant Commissioner for School Assistance in the federally af- 
fected division, and Mr. Al Lillywhite, who is his assistant. We have 
Dr. Flynt, Assistant Commissioner for Legislative Services in the 
Office of Education. 

Mr. Barry. Doctor, how about coming up to this chair here on 
the corner? Pardon me for interrupting. 

Mr. Derruicx. Mr. Harold, of school assistance in federally af- 
fected areas; is he here? 

Mr. Bamery. Now, Mr. Secretary, you may proceed with your 
testimony. 

Secretary FLemmine. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
[appreciate very much this 0 et to pes. a8 H.R. 7140, which, 
as you know, was introduced by Congressman Kearns and which, as 
you have indicated, embodies the administration’s proposals for 
amendment of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

I believe that the Federal Government should provide assistance 
to those school districts whose school revenues are impaired by reason 
of the tax-exempt status of Federal property. 

I also believe that this assistance on the part of the Federal 
Government should be reasonably related to the school revenues ac- 
tually lost by school districts by reason of the tax-exempt status of 
Federal property. 

On the other hand, any program that provides for Federal assistance 
to school districts that are not losing school revenues by reason of the 
tax-exempt status of Federal property puts the Federal Government 
in a position of providing these school districts unfairly with prefer- 
ential treatment. Likewise, any program that provides school districts 
with assistance that is in excess of the school revenues they actually 
lose by reason of the tax-exempt status of Federal property, also puts 
the Federal Government in a position of providing these school dis- 
tricts unfairly with preferential treatment. 

There is no question in my mind but that the time has come for the 
Federal Government to give assistance to public elementary and sec- 
ondary schools. I have expressed my own convictions as to what*the 
nature of that assistance should be in supporting the administration’s 
proposals for assisting school districts in the construction of class- 
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rooms. Under this proposal all school districts would be given equal 
consideration for Federal aid. 

I am unalterably opposed, however, to the Federal Government’s 
singling out certain school districts for assistance on the ground that 
the operations of the Federal Government result in a loss of revenue 
when as a matter of fact they are not losing revenue because of the 
operations of the Federal Government. I am also unalterably 9 sa 
to giving certain school districts Federal aid which exceeds the losses 
they incur by reason of Federal operations within their districts. 

When we give Federal aid to education in order to cover certain 
specific situations, let us restrict it strictly to those situations. Then 
let us pass the Frelinghuysen bill and thus put into effect a Federal-aid 
program which establishes standards that will result in all school 
districts being given fair and equal consideration. 

It is in the light of these basic, fundamental considerations that 
we have proposed amendments to Public Laws 874 and 815. 

In order to make clear our position on H.R. 7140, I would like to 
summarize the major situations under which assistance is now pro- 
vided, the changes we are proposing, and our reasons for these 
proposals. 

First is the situation where parents both live on and work on 
tax-exempt Federal property. 

Under these circumstances, there is no question in my mind but 
that the school districts that assume responsibility for educating the 
children should, as provided in Public Law 874, receive for each 
child an amount equal to the per pupil expenditures which are 
financed out of local tax revenue. 

Likewise, there is no question in my mind but that when addi- 
tional classrooms need to be constructed for the additional children 
whose parents work and live on Federal property, the school districts 
in question should, as provided in Public Law 815, receive an amount 
equal to the number of such additional children times 95 percent of 
the average per pupil cost of school construction in the State. 

H.R. 7140 would make no changes in existing laws with respect 
to this type of situation. 

The second situation that I would like to discuss is where parents 
work on tax-exempt Federal property but live off the property. 

If the parents live in the school district in which the Frederal prop- 
erty is located, it is clear that that school district is entitled to 
assistance. 

At the present time, however, under the provisions of Public Law 
874, these school districts, as far as their current operating budgets ‘ 
are concerned, are being reimbursed for half the normal per pupil 
expenditures that are covtred from local tax sources. Also, Loc 
the provisions of Public Law 815, if they qualify for Federal con- 
struction funds because of increased enrollment of students whose 
mothers or fathers are employed on Federal property, they receive 
half the construction costs of classrooms needed to accommodate the 
additional students. The payments, as you know, are based on 
average school construction costs prevailing in each State. 

The 50-percent rate in these present laws is based on the broad 
assumption that half the local revenue for public school purposes is 
derived from taxes on residential property, and half from taxes on 
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commercial and industrial property. Federal property which con- 
stitutes a place of employment is figured for the purposes of these 
laws as commercial or industrial property from which a school 
district derives no tax benefit. 

A report on property tax assessments published in December 1957 
by the Bureau of the Census shows that for the country as a whole 
commercial and industrial property accounts for only 27.7 percent 
of the locally assessed real estate base. For no State does the locally 
assessed evaluation of all commercial and industrial property reach 
even 40 percent of the total local real estate assessment, the highest 
for any State being 37.1 percent and the lowest 9.3 percent. 

It should be pointed out, however, that these percentages do not 
include property within local school districts that is assessed by State 
governments. Such property has not been included, because the 
only available figures on State assessments include no breakdown of 
commercial and industrial property, on the one hand, and residential 
property, on the other. Even if we assume, however, that all State- 
assessed property is commercial and industrial, the amount of com- 
mercial and industrial property assessed by both local and State juris- 
dictions would be only 35 percent on a national average basis of the 
real property included in the local property tax base. 

Also, the percentages do not include locally assessed personal prop- 
erty that may be used for commercial or industrial purposes. The 
reason, again, is that available data include no breakdown as between 
commerc'al-industrial and residential in the personal property field. 
Any attempt to attribute a percentage of locally assessed personal 
property to the commercial-industrial component of the local tax base 
would be pure guesswork. 

Finally, we have not taken into consideration various other cate- 
gories of the local property tax base, such as farm properties and 
vacant acreage. We have not done so, because there is no dependable 
basis for classifying these properties as commercial-industrial or as 
residential. 

In the light of all the data available, it is clear that there is no 
sound bssis for the assumption that has been indulged in up to now 
of a 50-50 split, on a national average basis, in local tax revenues as 
between residential property and commercial-industrial property. 

We have proposed that the Federal payment toward the educa- 
tion of children whose mothers or fathers work on Federal property 
located in the district in which the children go to school be at a level 
of 40 percent of the local costs. We believe we have made a proposal 
that is reasonably consistent with the factual situation. We Sabor 
that the 50-50 split provided for under present law was arrived at 
without the benefit of data comparable to those now available. Our 
proposal rests on a considered appraisal of the extensive information 
on sources of local tax revenue that has been provided through the 
Bureau of the Census study. 

Now I would like to turn to the situation where the parents work 
on tax-exempt Federal property but live in a school district other 
than the district in which the property is located. Under the exist- 
ing laws, these school districts receive the same amount of assistance as 
do the districts in which the Federal property is located. This, it 
seems to me, presents us with a completely indefensible situation. 
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No matter who owns it, property located outside a school district 
cannot be taxed by that district. There is no direct loss of revenue 
in the case of parents who work on tax-exempt Federal property 
but who live in a district other than the district in which the prop- 
erty is located. 

Federal assistance to a school district in connection with Federal 
property located outside that district can be justified on a payment- 
in-heu-of-tax basis only on the assumption that if the property were 
taxable by the school district in which it is located, some residential 
benefit from this would accrue to the district where the children go 
to school. For example, if the district in which the Federal property 
is located could tax that property, this might make available some 
State school funds for other districts in which children of the parents 
employed on the property go to school. : 

It seems to me that H.R. 7140 makes a generous allowance for this 
possibility in eee soy reimbursement for the education of these 
children at a level of 25 percent as contrasted with the existing 50 
vercent. 
| The third situation I would like to discuss is where parents live 
on tax-exempt Federal property but work off the property. 

In such cases payments are computed under both Public Law 874 
and Public Law 815 on the same basis for children in this category 
as for children whose mothers or fathers work on tax-exempt Federal 
property but live off the property. 

Under Public Law 874, the basic principle for determining the 
amount of Federal assistance for pupils in this category is that the 
local districts be reimbursed for half the normal per-pupil expendi- 
tures that are derived from local tax sources. 

Similarly, if a district qualifies for Federal construction funds 
under Public Law 815 because of increased enrollment, the Govern- 
ment pays half the construction costs of the classrooms needed to 
accommodate the additional students whose parents live on but do 
not work on Federal property. Payments are biased on average school 
construction costs prevailing in each State. 

H.R. 7140 would leave both laws unchanged with respect to these 
children. 

The fourth situation is where parents work or live on taxable 
Government property. 

Under both Public Law 874 and Public Law 815, districts which 
are eligible for Federal assistance because of Federal properties in 
their areas receive such assistance even though the Federal properties 
have been leased to private firms or individuals who, dade recent. 
Supreme Court decisions, can be taxed by State and local governments 
for the full valuation of the properties just as though they were 
privately owned. Although any taxes actually paid by a lessee to 
2 local school district are deducted from Federal payments to that 
district, all other eligible districts involved in such situations receive 
full Federal assistance. 

H.R. 7140 would revise the definition of Federal property in both 
laws so as to discontinue Federal assistance in these situations. I see 
no justification for continuing assistance under these circumstances. 
These districts do not need to lose revenues and should not, therefore, 
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be treated any differently than all of the other school districts of 
the Nation. 

The fifth situation is where parents have moved into an area to 
work for a Government contractor. 

Payments are made to school districts in these situations on the basis 
that increased enrollments resulting from Government contract work 
have caused a financial hardship on these districts. 

Under Public Law 874, payments are based on the amount needed 
to prevent a deficit in school financing. Under Public Law 815, pay- 
ments are based on the number of additional children enrolled times 
45 percent of the per pupil construction costs prevailing in the State. 

H.R. 7140 would discontinue this form of Federal assistance. It is 
our position that such assistance, originally occasioned by the rapid 
expansion of large-scale defense activities, is no longer justified. 
Plants working on Government contracts are fully taxable and, there- 
fore, are sources of school revenues the same as any other industrial 
or commercial establishment. In fact, Government contracts gener- 
ate additional revenues for many school districts. 

We recognize that the proposed reductions in Federal payments will 
present hundreds of school districts with the necessity of adjusting 
their budgets. To assure that this will not cause undue hardship to any 
district, iLR. 7140 provides that in the first year of the reductions, 


no school district’s revenues for current operating expenses would be 

reduced by more than 3 percent by the proposed amendments concern- 

ing payments for children whose parents work on Federal pro ae, 
aw 


-R. 7140 would reduce Federal expenditures under Public 
815 and Public Law 874 by approximately $61,270,000 in the first year 
and by still larger amounts a Nae without depriving the school 
districts of any amounts to which they are justly entitled as Federal 
compensation for revenue losses due to the tax immunity of Federal 
property. 

Fully recognizing the Federal responsibility to reimburse any dis- 
trict for such losses, we also recognize the Federal responsibility to 
assure that, once provision has been made for just compensation, no 
additional assistance is provided which is not equally available to 
every other school district. 

In short, our proposals would end an unwarranted and inequitable 
use of Federal funds by placing payments on the only basis on which 
special Federal aid to these districts can be justified. If our proposals 
are accepted, I feel that it will place the entire program of granting 
this assistance to these school districts on a much sounder basis. 
Sooner or later the taxpayers in other schoo] districts are going to 
oppose a program which gives certain school districts preferential 
treatment for which there is no basis in equity. 

I urge the committee to act favorably on H.R. 7140. At the same 
time I again urge favorable action on the administration’s proposals 
that are designed to make it possible for all school districts to be 
given equal consideration for assistance in the construction of addi- 
tional classrooms for which there is such a great need, if our Nation 
is to measure up to its responsibilities in the field of education. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battery. Mr. Thompson, have you any questions ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Secretary, thank you very much for your 
statement. 
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Do I take it that you have altered your position of last year when 
ou advocated periodic reduction leading to the elimination of aid 
in this area entirely ¢ 

Secretary FLemmine. Congressman Thompson, of course I was not 
here last year. 

Mr. Tuompson. I mean the Department, the administration. 

Secretary Ftemmine. As I understand it, that in substance was the 
proposal that was made last year. The answer to your question is yes, 
because this is the way in which we think the matter should be handled. 

Mr. Tuompson. I am glad with your coming you will at least advo- 
cate as much as you do. I cannot help but wonder, if unfortunately 
you are not here next year, what the next Secretary’s proposal might 

e in this area. The administration arguments last year were held 
very dearly by them and were defended, yet this is another departure. 
Of course it 1s not unusual because in the field of aid for education 
the successive Secretaries of Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
President have been all over the place. The positions are extremely 
fluid. 

I might ask, does your reference on page 2 to the Frelinghysen bill 
or to school construction, refer to my colleague’s school construction 
legislation, the administration general school construction legislation ? 

Secretary FLemmine. That is correct. 

Mr. Tuomrson. With respect to the situation where parents both 
live on and work on tax exempt Federal property, you are in favor 
of the present situation under the amendments to the legislation of 
last year? That aid was made permanent for the category A children. 

Secretary FLemmine. I am in complete agreement with that. 

Mr. Tuompson. I take it that in the situation where parents work 
on tax exempt Federal property but live off the property, from the 
newspaper stories and so on you could consider the District of Colum- 
bia or the Washington metropolitan area the largest single beneficiary 
of what you consider to be an inequity ? 

Secretary Fiemmine. There is certainly one of the—that is the 
school districts surrounding the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Tuompson. Nearby Virginia, Montgomery County, Prince 
Georges County and so on. 

Secretary Fiemmine. Are among the principal beneficiaries, 
certainly. 

Mr. I wonder what the situation would be with respect 
to those schools, those nearby communities being essentially what I 
call bedroom communities, if this assistance were denied them ? 

Secretary FLemmine. Congressman, of course we are not proposing: 
that the assistance be denied completely. We are simply proposing 
that it be reduced from the present 50 percent to 25 percent. 

Mr. THompson. Yes. Or was it 40 percent? 40 percent, is it not? 

Secretary FLemminc. No. Where the Federal property is located 
in the school district that receives assistance we are proposing to 
reduce it from 50 to 40 percent. 

Mr. THompson. In the other districts, 25 ? 

Secretary Ftemminc. That is right. But where the school district 
receiving assistance does not have the Federal property in it, then we 
are proposing to reduce to 25 percent. 

Mr. Tompson. I cannot argue much with the logic with respect 
to this suggestion. But it does seem to me that if the logic is to be 
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departed from and some arbitrary figure used, you say 25 percent, 
rather than the committee’s arbitrary 50 percent, or the 50 percent 
arrived at without an analysis such as you have done, these commu- 
nities, it occurs to me, are similar in makeup but different in other 
ways, from suburban communities all over the United States. The 
fact is that a lot of people in the United States have wanted a house 
with a little lawn around it, they move out, they get some grass seed 
and plant it. They buy a station wagon and they zone themselves 
out of school money by their refusal to have any industries move in. 
Long Island, and New Jersey and Connecticut are particular offenders 
in this instance. 

But in the case of nearby Virginia, for instance, the city of Wash- 
ington, being limited geographically, the people had to move some- 
where at the beginning of World War II when this tremendous 
expansion took place. Really, it seems to me that these communities 
were not set up with the same idea as the suburbia in Long Island, 
for instance. These people moved over there and they had to go. 
They had to educate their children. 

Now, I wonder, even if I am not familiar with their ratable situa- 
tion, with the percentages of the assessment to the true value of the 
zone, even if they were to assess it at 100 percent of true value on a 
reasonable base if they could handle with those revenues the educa- 
tional needs of the children of Government workers living in those 
communities notwithstanding that they might not work in that 
community ? 

Secretary Ftemminc. Congressman Thompson, I think your obser- 
vations on the question really go to the philosophy underlying our 
recommendation. We feel that the justification for the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s stepping in and giving assistance rose out of the existence 
of Federal property which cannot be taxed. It seems to me that we 
do have two entirely different situations here. Here is a schoo] dis- 
trict, there is Federal property in the school district, the school dis- 
trict cannot tax it, therefore it is losing revenue. Under those 
circumstances there is no doubt in my mind but that the Federal 
Government is justified in giving some assistance in lieu of tax. 

Then take your second situation where the Federal property is 
located in one school district, the children attend another schoo] dis- 
trict. That district is not losing anything in the way of direct reve- 
nue, as a result of the presence of Federal property in a neighboring 
district. 

However, we do recognize that under the way in which schools are 
financed in many States, that at times the State gives assistance to 
the local school district through an equalization fund or something 
of that kind and that therefore the presence of this property that 
cannot be taxed may in turn be depriving the State of some revenue 
which it in turn could distribute to this neighboring district. So we 
fee] that it is fair to consider the neighboring district but it is my 
own conviction that that district is not entitled from an equitable 
point of view to as much assistance as the district which is suffering 
a direct loss of revenue by reason of the presence of the Federal 
property within its district. 

In other words, we feel that there is a real basis for a distinction 
here and we have suggested 25 percent. 
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I would agree: with you that that represents the exercise of sub- 
jective judgment but we think it is a rather 

Mr. Tuomrson. We face this problem all through this act. 

Secretary FLemmrinea. That is right. 

Mr. TuHompson. We acknowledge philosophically or morally, what- 
ever word you want to use, the responsibility of the Federal Govern- 
ment because of the impact to a greater or lesser degree in a community. 

Secretary Ftemmrne. That is right. 

Mr. Tuompson. Then we have to decide on an arbitrary basis the 
amount or the percentage of assistance we are going to give them. 
I note you have some specific figures with relation to the income from 
industrial vis-a-vis residential, and so on. But you do not adhere 
strictly to your logic or you would not have 27.7 percent assistance 
rate. 

Secretary Ftemmrne. That is right. 

Mr. Tuomrson. So that really we agree on the philosophy. 

Secretary FLemmine. That is right. 

Mr. Tuompson. We agree on the fact that the Federal Government 
does create this impact and we find ourselves in a situation now where 
you disagree with the 50-50 percentage, for instance, that we have 
arbitrarily set. 

So having an agreement and having at least some basis or percentage 
by which to go by : 

Secretary FLemmine. Mr. Congressman, my first conviction is that 
there ought to be a difference between these two types of districts that 
we have been talking about, because there is a difference in what they 
lose. 

Mr. Tuomrson. I recognize that. 

Secretary Ftemmina. So I would start there. Now, we have sug- 
gested reducing the first district from 50 to 40 and as you indicated 
we have based that on certain information that has been made avail- 
able by the Census Bureau. I agree with you that we have exercised 
subjective judgment and rounded it out at a higher figure than these 
Census Bureau 

Mr. THompson. If we were to say to you or if I were to say to you 
I do not agree, I like the law as it is, our difference would be based 
on the subjective judgment, would it not ? 

Secretary Fiemmine. I think there is some—I think we presented 
to the committee through my testimony some objective evidence. 

Mr. THomrson. You have, but have not adhered to it. 

Secretary FLemmina. We have not adhered strictly to it. That is 
right. The only difference, as I understand it, this type of evidence 
was not available when the law was passed initially. This, also, as I 
indicated before, we feel that you should draw a distinction between 
the two types of districts, as a matter of equity. Because one district 
is certainly losing more by reason of the presence of the Federal 
property than the other. 

Mr. THompson. I recognize that. On page 7, where parents work 
or live on taxable Government property, you would change the defi- 


nition of Federal property so as to discontinue Federal assistance in 
these circumstances. 
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Secretary FLemmine. Mr. Congressman, this of course presents a 
different factual situation than was before the committee when you 
considered the legislation previously. 

The recent Supreme Court decisions have clarified this matter. 

Mr. TuHompson. The right of the States and municipalities to tax? 

Secretary Fiemmine. That is right. In other words, they can tax 
now and consequently we feel as though they would not be losing any 
revenue ; that they should not be entitled to assistance. 

Mr. Battery. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Tuompson. I would be glad to yield to my chairman. 

Mr. Battery. We should clarify that situation. Are they able to 
tax this type of property as such or are they taxing the leasehold, 
speaking now of the property belonging to the Federal Government 
to which the Federal Government has title and being operated by a 
private concern? How many of the States do not have provision 
for assessing leasehold property? Did you go into that angle of 
this problem ? 

Mr. GricsBy. May I answer? 

Secretary Fiemmrine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gricsspy. Twenty-three States now have laws which tax the 
leasehold interest or the use value of these outleased Federal 
properties. 

Mr. Battery. How many of the remaining States have constitu- 
tional inhibition against assessing leaseholds or could they make that 
change by legislative action ? 

Mr. Griespy. According to the Supreme Court decisions it is not 
unconstitutional for a State to tax the leasehold interest or the use 
value of these outleased Federal properties. Whether or not any of 
the remaining States who have no such tax laws at the present time 
have constitutional limitations, I do not know. 

Mr. Battey. Would that decision override the constitutional pro- 
visions of an individual State? 

Mr. Griessy. No. 

Mr. Ricwarpson. No. We know of no State constitutional limita- 
tion. 

Secretary Firemmine. Mr. Chairman, we will be very happy w 
check that, however. 

Mr. Battzy. You will find a number of States, I think, that have 
provisions in their constitutions—I am almost certain I ran into that 
in 1950 when we were holding the original hearings for these laws—I 
am sure we did. Is that right, Mr. Lillywhite? Did not we run into 
instances of that kind? 

Mr. Littywuire. Mr. Chairman, in 1950 when this matter was 
before the committee the Wherry housing program was the subject 
for discussion then and it was not known when you took action on 
this legislation whether or not the Wherry housing would be subject 
to leasehold interest tax or not. So by specific amendment you in- 
eluded the Wherry housing as Federal property and provided for a 
deduction of taxes and the other outleased Federal properties on 
which taxes were paid were not included as Federal properties when 
the law was first enacted. 

I do not know, Mr. Chairman, but I do not believe that there would 
be State constitutional prohibitions against States passing legisla- 
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tion that would permit their local jurisdictions to tax outleased 
Federal property in view of the Supreme Court decisions. 

Mr. Batter. In view of the statement made by Dr. Grigsby that 
there are 23 of the States that now have legislation that mais x for 
taxing leaseholds, the question I am posing is, Could the remaining 
States proceed to pass similar legislation over a period of years when 
their legislatures convene so as to permit them to legislatively assess 
these leaseholds ? 

Mr. Littywurre. I think they could. I think that some of them 
have passed legislation since this act has been in effect that did not 
have the right to tax prior to that time. 

Mr. Gricssy. Since the Supreme Court decision ? 

Mr. Lititywuire. Yes, since the Supreme Court decision. This 
Supreme Court decision made it a vastly different proposition in the 
amount of the tax that they can get. 

Mr. Barry. I am thinking, and I am sure the gentleman remembers 
quite well, I am thinking of the huge Government installation, in fact 
about the only one we have in the entire State of West Virginia, and 
that is the onduanie plant over at Morgantown, W. Va. What would 
happen there, now that the Olin-Mathieson Chemical Co. has sur- 
rendered it and the Government has offered it for sale? What would 
happen if the private corporations operating it would decide to dis- 
continue their lease? There would be not income then at all from that 
Federal property for all the time it stayed there unoccupied by an 
individual. Still it would be owned by the Federal Government but 
no taxing power. Am I making a point? 

Secretary FLemmine. Yes. 

Mr. Bartey. What would you do in a case of that kind? Would you 
resume your payments in lieu of taxes at some time ? 

Secretary Fiemminea. If there was not anyone working on the 


a og 
r. Battery. They have been operating it for years. 

Secretary FLemmine. Yes. 

Mr. Barry. They have now surrendered their lease. The Govern- 
ment was getting $225,000 a year rental from the company. The com- 
pany has now surrendered it and the Government has attempted to 
sell it. They did not get a buyer. There is no income because there is 
nothing there to assess. The Olin-Mathieson Chemical Co. just aban- 
doned the operation of it. There are hundreds of millions of dollars 
invested in the plant, but no income to the school district. What are 
you going to do about a situation of that nature ? 

Secretary Ftemmina. Mr. Chairman, as I understand both the-—— 
Fh. Battery. The Government might hold that property for another 

years. 

Secretary FLemmrine. Both the present law and the laws that would 
be if our proposal were accepted, if that lease were surrendered and 
let us assume that the Government decided not to operate the plant, 
at least at full capacity, but if there were some people working at the 
plant for maintenance or other purposes and if they had children 
who were attending school, those children would be counted in deter- 
mining what assistance was to be given to the school district. 

In other words, that property would automatically come back into 
the picture and the question of the assistance that would be given 
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to the school district would depend, of course, on the number of chil- 
dren of parents who were in the plant. 

Mr. Bamey. If the Government did not have that pregency frozen 
by title, that is, nontaxable, that property could be used for taxing 
income for the district for some other purposes. 

Secretary Fremmine. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, though, 
the philosophy underlying the existing law is that the amount of assist- 
ance is determined by the number of children of parents who are 
employed on the Federal property, so take your situation 

Mr. Baier. If you just confined it to the children of the mainte- 
nance crews that would keep it in a proper state of preservation, there 
would not be enough of them to th under the absorption clause. 

Secretary Ftemmine. That is as I understand the existing law. I 
mean we are not proposing any change in that situation at all. That 
is the present situation. 

Mr. THompson. Let us look for a moment at this suggestion where 
parents moved into an area to work on a Government contract, you 
would discontinue this form of aid. There is in my district in Trenton, 
N.J., a manufacturing corporation called Thiokol. They make reactor 
motors and do very advanced work in this field. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I might add they have another branch of 
wie business in my district, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman would 
yield. 

Mr. Tuompson. Fine. Weare glad to help. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. It isa good outfit. We both agree. 

Mr. THompson. Thank you. 

They have recently constructed a plant out in the West. 

Mr. Upatx. And they are bipartisan, too. 

Mr. Tuompson. They might even be in your district. Yes, they are 
bipartisan. I really do not know why I am mentioning them. 

hey are moving out into the West and building a large plant in 
an area which has the land values which are virtually worthless, that 
is, on comparative terms. They are taking a lot of people out there. 
The children of those people have to be educated. 
_ Now, I doubt very seriously that even though they can be taxed 
in large enough amounts to support the Seem ge ng let us 
assume that they are, that bonds are issued, that schools are con- 
structed and teachers employed, and under many State laws given 
tenure and so on, and this bubble burst—this missile bubble—and 
we turn to some other form of defense and they shut down. What 
pee to those schools? Who is going to pay for those bonds? 

_ Mr. Lattywurre. Mr. Chairman, could I comment? That installa- 
tion - being built in my home community where I was born and 
raised. 

Mr. TuHompson. You are in on this, too. 

Mr. Lattywuire. In Box Elder County, Utah. 

_Mr. Tuompson. By anything I said about the land, I meant no 
disparagement. 

Mr. Littywurrr. It is not worth very much. 

Mr. Tuompson. But you left there, did you not ? 

Mr. Littywuire. That is not eligible for counting now. It is not 
Federal property. It is not outleased Federal property. It is simply 
a private plant putting up an operation and going about it as any 





ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 13 


other private plant would. That does not affect this situation one 
way or another. 

Mr. Tuompeson. I picked a bad example. I would pick your 
hometown. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. We have to watch you, Mr. Thompson. 

Mr. Tuompson. The fact is, however, whether I picked a bad ex- 
ample or not, our defense industries are mobile— that they are moving 
and that they do cause impact. 

Now, I am not going to take any more time except to sum up by 
saying, for the moment at least, since we agree philosophically and 
would go only to the substantive aspect to make change, I am not in 
favor and will not vote to change this legislation unless we get a school 
construction bill enacted and signed that will build schools. Our view, 
since you have alluded to it and we have been through it before, is 
that your current proposal as embodied in Mr. Frelinghuysen’s bill 
will not build schools. I think that we might have, if we continued 
this, quite the opposite effect that you suggest on page 9 where you say 
that the taxpayers might look aroun nals Nf do you say? 
“Sooner or later the Mom pba in other school districts are going to 
oppose a program which gives certain districts preferential treat- 
ment. 

It is entirely possible in my view if we continue this impacted area 
legislation on the present scale that the people driving around and 
coming through who can look and see the wonderful schools being built 
under it will say, “Don’t take it away from them.” They will not say, 
“Take it away from them unless I can have it.” They will say, “I want 
some, too.” ; 

We were very careful in drafting the legislation last year notwith- 
standing your predecessor’s opposition to making category A perma- 
nent and in so doing we put the Federal Government in the school 
construction, in the classroom construction and operation and main- 
te business. And I note that you support that on a permanent 

AS18. 

I think that we ought to do it all across the board so that until we 
can get equitable treatment in the form of good school construction for 
everyone, I want to stick with this. 

Secretary FLremmine. Mr. Congressman, my comment: I think you 
indicated in the beginning you did not feel there was any basic philo- 
sophic difference between us, and I think, by and large, that is true, 
except for the one point which I emphasized earlier. 

In that connection, Mr. Chairman, I would like to call attention to 
the language that was included by the Appropriations Committee in - 
reporting to the House the appropriations bill for 1960 of the De- 
partment of Labor, Health, Education and Welfare. 

In this report they said: 


However, it is also the committee’s belief that serious consideration should 
be given the basic legislation— 


refering to this legislation— 


with a view to possible revision to remove from eligibility or considerably reduce 
the entitlements of school districts in areas where it is highly questionable that 
the Federal activities have an adverse effect on the financing of the school 
system. 


I would not go as far as—— 
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Mr. Tuompson. That is the Appropriations Committee ? 

Secretary FLemmine. That is right. 

Mr. THompson. They are great people for trying to run everyone 
else’s business. We have seen entirely too much of that. They are 
jealous of their own prerogatives and yet write legislation into appro- 
priation bills, constantly get rules waiving points of order so that 
you cannot do anything about it. I have little or no sympathy with 
almost anything they may say except, of course, what gives me what 
I want. 

Secretary Fremmine. Mr. Congressman, you are dealing with an 
internal problem within the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Tuompson. And how we are. We certainly are. And we have 
lost a battle or twotothem. But I do not think we will continue. 

Secretary FLemmine. Right. 

Mr. Tuompson. With regard to the differences between you and 
me, reading your statements and so on, I agree with you philosoph- 
ically 100 percent. I love to read in the papers that Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare says: 

Let us double the amount of money spent for education in the United 
States. Teachers’ salaries have to be doubled. 

We agree. But the difference is that I would do something about it 
ae with all due respect to you, sir, you have yet to do anything 
about it. 

Secretary FLemmine. Well, Mr. Congressman, we have a proposal 
before this committee and before the House of Representatives and 
the Senate which in my judgment would do something about it which 
in my judgment would get us off dead center and would substitute 
action for talk in this particular. 

Mr. Tuompson. It would not do anything for teacher salaries. Even 
if I were to concede, which I cannot, that it would build some school- 
rooms, it would not do anything for teacher salaries. 

Secretary Fremmine. As far as the schoolrooms are concerned, as 
you know, in my judgment over a period of 5 years it would cut into 
the deficit to the tune of 70,000 classrooms and, by providing assistance 
in that area, would make funds available which could be used for the 
purpose of improving teachers’ salaries and in fact, under an amend- 
ment to the proposal that we have suggested since appearing before 
this committee, it would even give those school districts that are will- 
ing to travel the second mile some additional consideration in connec- 
tion with the construction of classrooms. So that—— 

Mr. TuHomrson. Do you think the President would sign it? You 
know he did not send a message up this year. Did you? 

Secretary Fremmine. Congressman Thompson, when I testified 
before the committee I indicated very clearly that what I was pro- 

osing was in accord with the program of the President of the United 
tates. 

Mr. Tuompson. I know, but I wonder if he has changed in recent 
weeks. You know each year he changes. 

Secretary Fitemmrne. May I say categorically it is still in accord 
with the program of the President of the United States. It is the 
administration program and one we will support and push for just 
as vigorously as we can. 

Mr. Tuomrson. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
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Secretary Femina. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Batter. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

Mr. Freincuuysen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to begin by say- 
ing that I have listened to the Secertary’s testimony with great interest. 
In a way I find it more interesting to discuss generally speaking what 
the role of the Federal Government should be in the field of education 
than to discuss what amendments we might make to these particular 
laws. 

The gentleman from New Jersey, has suggested that oe as Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare do something about the gen- 
eral problem. I would reply to the gentleman that the Democrats 
are very solidly in control, unfortunately, of both the House and the 
Senate, and I would suggest if there is substantial merit in the Murray- 
Metcalf bill that he get busy and do something and try to persuade 
his own party to accept what our committee has reported out. In my 
opinion it has not got a prayer, if it should get through the Rules 
Committee. 

I would like to ask you at the outset, Mr. Flemming, whether you 
have readily available the dollar figures of expenditures in the 1959 
fiscal year for Public Laws 815 and 874. How big a program are we 
talking about on that ? 

Secretary Fitemmrne. In 1959 under 874 the round figure is ap- 
proximately $150 million, under 815 it is $47,500,000. So that we are 
talking about approximately $225 million. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Since the inception ? 

Secretary Ftemmrine. In 1960, if you would like that figure. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Right. 

Secretary Fremmrine. As the bill left the House it provides, as I 
recall it, for about $163 million for 874 and about $61 million for 815. 

So roughly the total amount for 1960 is just about—it is the same 
as the total amount for 1959. 

Mr. Battery. May I make a point? I would like for the record to 
show at this time that the total amount of funds available for the 
Department of Education for administration of Public Laws 815 and 
874 as well as the appropriations for the Defense Education Act of 
1958 were increased on the floor of the House of Representatives and 
agreed to by the Senate, a total of about $118,500,000 above the regu- 
lar appropriation. 

Secretary Friemmine. That is roughly correct, Mr. Chairman. 
Although the Senate has not yet acted, on the supplemental, I am 
Sorry. 

r. Battery. That is on the supplemental ? 

Secretary FLemmine. That is correct. 

Mr. Bartry. That amount would be slightly increased in the up- 
coming 1960 budget because your total cost of administering Public 
Law 874 was $149 million in the current budget but next year that 
goes to $163 million. 

Secretary Ftemmine. That is correct. 

_ Mr. Frevincuvysen. Mr. Secretary, in other words, we are spend- 
ing now almost 

Mr. Battey. Just a moment, before I have concluded. The gentle- 
man said unfortunately the House and Senate had a tremendous big 
Democratic majority. 
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Mr. Frevincuuysen. As a Republican, I consider it unfortunate, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Batter. I would like to remind the gentleman from New Jerse 
that the Democratic-controlled Senate and House gave 7a those addi- 
tional school funds, through the efforts of myself and Congressman 
Fogarty of Rhode Island. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I wager we are not going to get a general 
construction bill because they are in control, or with them in control. 
How should I put it? 

Mr. Secretary, you have just said that we are presently spending 
just under a quarter of a billion a year on these two programs and 
since the inception of the program of course we have spent well over 
a billion dollars. I do not know what the total figure is but it does not 
matter. 

Secretary FLemmine. That is correct. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. But it is a substantial program. I do not 
suppose you have readily available but I am sure it is considerable 
again. This money is being spent in a good many States, is it not, 
and in a good many congressional districts. It is pretty widely scat- 
tered geographically ? 

Secretary FLemmina. That is correct. 

Mr. Frevineuvuysen. I think you will agree with me then even 
though there may be very sound logic in your suggestions that we 
restrict this program there is a likelihood that we may not go along 
with it because of the fact that it hits home. Do you think that is an 
unreasonable prophesy to make in connection with this? 

Secretary Pastien Mr. Congressman, you are in a much better 
position to evaluate that situation than I am. I would simply say 
this: That for the reasons that I have given in my testimony I would 
hope that the Congress would put the program on what I would regard 
as a good, solid basis and then I would also hope that at the same time 
the Congress would take action on our proposals in the general area 
of school construction. It seems to me that if both actions could be 
taken at this session of the Congress that the Federal Government 
relationship to the field of elementary and secondary education would 
be on a much sounder basis than is the case today. In other words, 
I may be overoptimistic, but I have the hope that the fact that the 
present situation is inequitable as between school districts would 
appeal, would have an appeal to the Members of Congress and that as 
a result they would take the action that we are suggesting. 

Mr. Frevincuvysen. It is a pleasure for me to be able to agree 
eacage with my colleague from New Jersey, Mr. Thompson. But I 
think there is very little likelihood of a taxpayers’ revolt against this 
program and I must confess that the way the program has broadened 
over a period of years since I have been on this committee, I think 
there is little likelihood that we are going to take too much of a 
restrictive look. 

It is the same kind, in a sense, of discrimination that we may have 
with some of our veterans preference laws. Yet I donot think there is 
any great likelihood that the Veterans Affairs Committee is going to 
say there is a discrimination against nonveterans, let us cut down 
veterans preferences. If we know as a fact that the Federal money is 
of value in the individual school districts, there is every reason to listen 
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with a friendly ear as we have in the past toward an extension of this 
program. I cannot say I am enthusiastic about it because I do not 
think this is any substitute for a broader program and I do think it 
does result very concretely in inequities as you say. But we have, 
I think, changed somewhat from the assumption that you have used, 
this is a question of making up for revenue that might have been 
available if there was not Federal property or Federal activity. We 
have developed a kind of idea that there is some kind of an obligation, 
a Federal obligation attached to every one of these federally affected 
children. And that is what we have been using. Whether or not there 
is any particular adverse impact as the Appropriations Committee 
points out or not, we are in the process of developing a responsibility 
for participating in the education, the financial expenses connected 
with an education of a federally affected child. It may not be a move 
in the right direction but I do think that is what we are developing. 
That, I might also say, is what we are attempting very definitely to 
develop in the case of the Murray-Metcalf bill, an obligation, a dollar 
sign attached to every child, regardless of the need of the particular 
school district in which that child happens to live. Twenty five dollars 
is the obligation that the Federal Government is going to assume 
toward the education of the children of this country, if that bill should 
be enacted and then it just is distributed on a very haphazard scheme. 

I think that is what our problem is basically, for the lack of a broad, 
general program we have been considering the broadening and we 
have continued to increase the amount of money and the categories of 
assistance that we are going to recognize. 

And it may not be desirable but it is still a difficult thing for us to 
say, “Let us shrink,” much as we would like to save money, if we know 
that money is being spent for good purposes. 

Secretary Ftemmine. Mr. Congressman, I certainly appreciate the 
point of view that you have just expressed. I feel, however, that if 
the Federal Government departs from the concept that it is going to 
provide this assistance in lieu of taxes that it moves over into an area 
where it will find it virtually impossible to draw the line in such a way 
as to be fair to the other school districts of the nation. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I do not think you can really argue that you 
are being unfair to the districts which are not getting the aid. I think 
we must recognize that. When we do extend the program or we do 
not restrict it, in areas where there is an adequate tax base, we are 
being fair. 

Secretary Fiemmrine. There is no question about that. Instead of 
continuing to be unfair to the other school districts in this manner, it - 
seems to me that we ought to put this program on the solid basis of 
providing assistance in lieu of taxes. I think we can all defend that 
as an equitable act on the part of the Federal Government and it seems 
to me we ought to place that program on that basis and then go ahead 
and enact school construction legislation under which all districts will 
have an equal chance for consideration such as is proposed in the bill 
that you introduced. 

I think that the American people would have a much better feeling 
relative to Federal approach or relative to Federal assistance in the 
field of education if we could combine these two actions, say at this 
session of Congress, because then we have a clear-cut basis for deter- 
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mining what districts are to get assistance over and above all of the 
other school districts of the country. At the same time we are 
moving in with a program that applies equally across the board to 
all school districts. 

Just to take the illustration that Congressman Thompson was 
using earlier, I just do not see any basis at all for the Federal Gov- 
ernment stepping in and giving assistance under those circumstances 
because as Mr. Lillywhite pointed out, the situation is not at all dif- 
erent from the situation that prevails when any industrial concern 
moves into an area with an expanding operation. I was born and 
brought up in Kingston, N.Y., and just outside of Kingston, N.Y., 
today is a huge IBM plant. That was put in there within the past 
3 years, which, of course, changed the complexion of that area con- 
siderably, and has placed many additional responsibilities on the 
community. 

Now, it seems to me that is an industrial concern moving into an 
area with an expanded operation. It brings problems with it but it 
also brings decided benefits. 

Mr. THompson. What type manufacturing do they do there? That 
is in Ulster County, is it not ? 

Secretary Fremmine. Yes. That is in Ulster County. I am not 
sure what they are manufacturing. They might very well come in 
under this particular provision you and I were talking about because 
of course the IBM has a good deal of defense work. 

Mr. Tuompson. You are basing your current thesis on the assump- 
tion that this is just in lieu of taxes? 

Secretary Fiemuina. That is correct. 

Mr. Tuompson. Your attitude about cutting it out seems to me to 
be somewhat similar to the fellow who would shoot his daughter to 
save her virtue. I just do not accept this as purely in-lieu-of-taxes 
idea. 

Secretary Fiemmine. Certainly, this was the reason why Congress 
moved into this area in the first instance. It seems to me that you 
can argue that as being an equitable action on the part of the Federal 
Government. It seems to me when you move beyond that, move over 
into these other very hazy areas, that you are treating the other school 
districts of the country very unfairly because I would contend that 
these other school districts are entitled to some assistance along the 
lines of the administration’s proposal. 

Mr. TuHomrson. Which prososal ? 

Secretary Fiemmine. What? 

Mr. THompson. Which one? 

Secretary Fremmine. Along the lines of the proposal that I 
ogg to this committee and argued for it just as vigorously as 

could. 

Mr. Tuompson. Last year’s program or the year before? 

Secretary Firemmine. I am talking about the one I presented a 
few weeks ago. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Mr. Chairman, I have one more question 
to ask the Secretary, if I may. 

Mr. Secretary, if we should be optimistic for the moment and 
assume that we could agree on a reasonable compromise for a general 
construction program that could pass both Houses and be signed into 
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law, would you envisage that that program should swallow up en- 
tirely and immediately the programs that are now represented in 
Public Laws 874 and 815? 

Secretary Firemmine. I would not. I mean because I feel that as 
I indicated earlier that as far as a number of these situations which 
I outlined in my testimony are concerned, that there is real basis in 
equity for the Federal Government giving this special assistance be- 
cause the Federal Government by moving in with its plant is de- 
priving the district of revenue that it would otherwise have. It 
seems to me that under those circumstances the Federal Government 
is thoroughly justified in giving special assistance to those school 
districts. So I would not think of 815 and 874 as being swallowed 
up by any general school construction bill. 

But if it is restricted in the way in which we have suggested in 
this proposal, then I think it should be in addition to any general 
assistance that might be provided by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Of course you could argue and I do not want 
to belabor this, that the general obligation represented in a con- 
struction bill could be used in specific instances to meet the specific 
obligation of Federal impact such as is now recognized in these 
laws and you could certainly reduce the necessity or perhaps eventu- 
ally eliminate the necessity for a separate program altogether, could 
you not? The money where it was needed in those areas would be 
used for that purpose and not be made available somewhere else. 

Secretary Fiemmrne. Yes, sir. But considering the overall pic- 
ture that confronts the country at the present time I rather doubt that 
the general school construction proposal such as we have made would 
replace this kind of a special program. 

Mr. Frevineuuysen. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Fiemmine. I would stay with this special program. 

Mr. Bamey. Mr. Secretary, before I call on the gentleman from 
Arizona, a member of the committee, I would like to ask if the De- 
partment has paid particular attention to the new military construc- 
tion bill which indicates that due to our need for defense this situa- 
tion of impact is going to continue? I was trying to find out 
whether there are any projects in this bill for West Virginia and I 
noted carefully as I went down through the States that there may be 
as many as 40 new areas of impact under that, not presently im- 
pacted, in the proposed location of some of the Government installa- 
tions, so you have the problem with you. 

Secretary Fiemmine. That is right, Mr. Chairman, and it is in 
recognition of that fact that I responded to Congressman Freling- ° 
huysen in the way in which I did. I think there will be a continuing 
need for this type of program. But I do feel that it should be held 
to.the in-lieu-of-tax approach, because otherwise I think we are get- 
ting into trouble. 

Mr. Battery. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Uva. Mr. Secretary, I think most of the underbrush has been 
cleared out. I just have a few comments that I want to make. 

It seems to me that with regard to these two particular programs 
they do entail, as has been discussed here, certain arbitrary cutoff 
points, certain arbitrary formulas, and there are some things that are 
artificial about it. 
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I reject, however, the idea embodied in the proposals you presented 
to the committee here this morning, that Congress ever had the strict 
type of in-lieu-of-tax idea in its mind when it wrote this legislation, 
and I have been on the subcommittees that have handled the rewrite 
in the last 5 years. I do not think that that hard and fast interpreta- 
tion is what was intended. 

Now, let. me get specific. Applying that idea to the situation sur- 
rounding Metropolitan Washington, for example, when you get it 
down on paper it looks tidy. It appears to be logical and this aid, 
then, is an improvident thing and an inequitable thing. The truth 
of the matter is, however, that this situation here in Metropolitan 
Washington as an example is an anomolous one, there is nothing like 
it in the United States. It is highly abnormal. There is a great 
complex here on Government functions carried on in the tax angle. 

And if one wants to apply strictly the in-lieu-of-tax idea you can 
logically work it out and the aid is unwarranted. As a matter of 
fact, the Government by the fact that the Capital is maintained here 
and by the way the activities are conducted, has deprived this sur- 
rounding area of a normal tax base. And this involves extending the 
in-lieu-of-tax idea a bit. As a practical matter, in my judgment, the 
present system has done equity; whether it fits in with a nice logical 
idea, it does equity. 

Let me state one other reason why to me attempting to draw harder 
lines of the type you have here and putting your categories on a firmer, 
harder, basis, again looks very good on paper. When you get out in 
the country and take particular situations I think it actually does 
inequity. 

The community in which I live, in which I served on the school 
board is Tucson, Ariz. Let me describe the situation there, show you 
how your categories just do not fit it. 

The two principal employers are one of the largest air bases in the 
country ind a missile plant, which the Government built and leased 
to Hughes Tool Co., which under our State law is not taxable. There 
is not one school district, there are three. The missile plant is located 
in the smallest schoo] district, employs 5,000 people from all over 
this large urban community. The air base is not located in any school 
district. It is off to the side on the edge of the city and you have three 
separate school districts, two of which, the largest ones, these proper- 
ties are not located within. They are not taxable. 

The school district on which I served as a school board member 
is not, under the in-lieu-of-tax idea, deprived of any tax base, but 
in the other districts we do not have, or did not have large numbers 
of these people who build homes and help provide a tax base, which 
helps and which the law takes into account. We have out in the 
West people who take their homes with them. There are large 
trailer courts where 150 children will pour out of a trailer court 
into our school system. It is extremely difficult to tax them in any 
way. Many of their parents work in these two large Federal installa- 
tions. 

So that when you get down to the practical working of it, equity 
has been done in my experience and attempting to draw the hard 
and fast. lines you people have done here this morning would in my 
opinion not do equity. This is what strikes me principally about 
your testimony this morning. I will give you a chance to reply. 
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Secretary Ftemmine. OK. Mr. Congressman, I think your com- 
ments bring me back to the point that — trying to make in dis- 
cussion with Congressman Thompson. Here is a school district 
that does have a large Federal plant in it. There is no question at 
all that because of the existence of that plant that school district is 
being deprived of a considerable amount of revenue. 

Now, ‘be is a neighboring school district and I guess this would 
be something comparable to the situation that you described in your 
own area, it does not have any Federal plant in it. Therefore, it is 
not losing any revenue. But some of the children of people who are 
employed in this other plant live in this particular school district 
and attend school in this school district. 

The only contention that we are making is that the first school dis- 
trict, namely, the one in which the plant is located, should be given 
even more generous assistance than the second school district. We 
ure not contending that the second school district should be cut off 
from assistance. If I may come to the District of Columbia now, 
if we stay within a given State there is an additional reason for 
giving the second school district some assistance, because of the exist- 
ence of State equalization funds. I do not know whether there is 
one in your State or not, but of course in a good many States those 
funds are in existence, so there is that additional reason. You come 
to the District of Columbia. Of course, it is clear to all of us that 
the surrounding counties in Maryland and Virginia are not losing 
any revenues because of the fact that you and I work in the District 
of Columbia, so if you followed this through to its logical conelusion, 
why, you would cut these schools out of the picture completely. 
But I agree with you that you should not follow it through to its 
logical conclusion. I agree with you that there is this impact factor 
that you have talked about and that is why we in our proposal are 
recommending that the assistance for these surrounding counties be 
cut from 50 to 25 percent. As between these school districts I would 
say that at the present time we are not doing equity because one 
school district is losing a great deal of revenue as a result of the 
Federal Government’s operation, the other school district is not losing 
any revenue. I contend that the first district is entitled to more 
consideration in the way of assistance than the second district. But 
I agree with you that the second district should not be cut out but 
simply should have its assistance reduced in relation to the assistance 
that goes to the first school district. That is my only contention. 

Mr. Upatt. Of course, to make the necessary definition formulas, in _ 
this program, has always been extremely diflicult. 

Secretary Ftemmina. That is right. 

Mr. Upauu. We wrestled with it, changing from time to time. It 
has been a very loose-jointed program and [ think probably it is a 
program that cannot be operated with complete equity. 

Secretary FLemminea. Not complete equity. 

Mr. Upauu. I do not see any way it could be drawn because of the 
innumerable situations that you have. 

The other thing I come back to, and I want to ask a question: It is 
true, is it not, that most of the school districts that participate under 
Public Laws 874 and 851 could be defined, most of them, the great ma- 
jority, as problem areas where school districts are hard pressed, tax 
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rates are high, they are the people who under the need formulas and 
so on we particularly tried to help under other legislation—is that 
not true as a general statement ? 

Secretary Fremmine. Wait a minute. I don’t think—I would like 
to check. I will ask those who have been administering as to that 
generalization. 

Mr. Griassy. It is rather difficult to generalize in those terms be- 
cause as you know, Congressman, these payments are made chiefly 
under section 3 of Public Law 874 for children of parents who reside 
on or are employed on tax exempt Federal property. 

Now, those payments are made as a matter of right, without any 
showing on the part of the applicant district as to financial need, the 
payments under section 3. So we do not have in the administration 
of this program any firm evidence as to the financial need situation 
in most of those school districts. 

Mr. Upatu. I am drawing, I guess, on my own personal knowledge 
of my own State. I can say there flatly that the areas that are getting 
aid under these programs are areas in communities where there is ex- 
plosive growth, where the school tax rates are very high. These are 
the hard-pressed districts, and I suspect this is true generally in the 
country. Here we are saying to these people who have very grave 
problems that their aid in many instances should be cut back. I 
mean, frankly, where this program is as loose-jointed as it is this 
distresses me. 

Secretary Ftemmine. Mr. Congressman, I have some distress over 
that also. That is why personally I feel that if we could get a con- 
struction bill through, of the kind that we propose, which does identify 
these needy school districts and provides assistance, that this would be 
a much fairer way of dealing with the problem on a nationwide basis. 

Mr. Upati. You went into my next subject. This is the only other 
thing I want tocomment on. It seems to me that what we are saying 
here, what you are saying here this morning is what many of us here 
in Congress say, and we all agree that vast additional amounts of 
money should be spent on schools, but what we are saying here today 
is to the local school districts, the States, “You people be the spenders, 
you ought to spend more. As far as we are concerned here, we are 
going to cut back.” 

It has been painful and it has taken me a Jong time to do it but I 
crossed the Rubicon on it and I am a Federal spender for schools 
and I make no bones about it. I would vote additional taxes if that 
were necessary and I make no bones about that. So when it gets 
down to legislation, and I am sure the Secretary knows that compro- 
mise is the key, as it was last year, to getting legislation—and I know 
that he and my colleague from New Jersey are distressed by what 
the committee ~ already done, just as some of us are distressed by 
his own position—I think there is an area of compromise here. I 
think the logical area—and I think this committee on this side of 
the aisle is ready at the moment to work out compromise—I think 
the only logical place is the school construction bill the President sent 
up 2 years ago. I see no reason why he should not stand behind it. 
I see no reason why there should be a retreat. I think the door to 
compromise is open. We are ready, standing there inside ready for 
you to come In. 
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Mr. Fre.incuuysen. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Upatt. Yes, I will yield. 

Mr. Frevineuuysen. If the gentleman feels so strongly that com- 
promise is what we need, if we are going to get general legislation 
and I am very much in favor of legislation in this area and I am very 
much in favor of a compromise, would you mind telling us why we 
did not compromise in committee instead of reporting out a bill which 
is going to be shot full of holes if it ever gets beyond the Rules Com- 
mittee and which makes compromise so much more difficult than it 
would be if we had not taken any formal action such as we did? 

Mr. Upauu. The gentleman well knows there is no point in talking 
about compromise when some of the people who have to compromise 
are in such a hard fixed position that they cannot yield, cannot 
compromise. 

Mr. Fretincnvuysen. If you are talking about a Republican, I do 
not know any Republican that is in so hard fixed a position that he 
cannot talk about the necessity of compromising with the majority 
party. If you are talking about the Democrats being inflexible and 
incapable of compromising much as you want to, I could, I suppose 
understand you if you explain it. 

Mr. Uva. The gentleman knows, and I am not going to go into 
private conferences that were held, that the gentleman speaking and 
other members of this subcommittee offered, and they offer here pub- 
licly today to compromise on the 1957 bill, if assurance were given 
the administration would support it. And those assurances have not 
been forthcoming and that is the answer he wants. 

Mr. Frevtncuvuysen. I say it is ridiculous for the executive branch 
to give assurances about a bill that is not reported out of the subcom- 
mittee. There is no secret we sought to commit the President or 
administrative generally to a position before we had come up with 
what we thought was a good bill. Why do you not try it and see? I 
think it might be an embarrassing thing to at least repudiate 
something formally recommended. 

Mr. Tuompson. We tried it last year. You voted against it and it 
was your own bill. 

Mr. Frecincuuysen. We did not. That is the most. nonsensical 
business I ever heard of. 

Secretary Fiemmine. Mr. Chairman, may I comment on Congress- 
man Udall’s comments on the overall problem ? 

As I see it, in the country today we are really divided into what 
I might call three schools of thought. There are those who believe . 
that the Federal Government should not be providing assistance in 
the field of education. Then there are those who believe that the 
Federal Government should take the kind of an approach that is 
reflected in the Murray-Metcalf bill. Then I feel that there is an- 
other group who are willing to support the kind of an approach 
that is reflected in our bill. Like you, Congressman Udall, I have 
crossed the bridge. I believe that the educational opportunities 
that confront this country are of such a nature that if we are going 
to take full advantage of them that the Federal Government must be 
a partner in the process so that you and I would be in complete 
agreement on that. Like you, it is not easy for me to move over to 
that position but nevertheless I think that it is so important for us 
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to take advantage of these opportunities as rapidly as possible that 
the Federal Government must become a partner. 

My only feeling is that in the proposal that we have submitted to 
the Congress we have suggested a way whereby the Federal Govern- 
ment can enter into a partnership in the area of school construction. 

I appreciate the philosophic differences between our proposal and 
the Murray-Metcalf proposal. I respect the point of view of those 
who back the Murray-Metcalf proposal. But I have the conviction 
that from a practical point of view in terms of the support that we 
would receive from the citizens of this country we can get more sup- 
port from what might be regarded as a middle ground position such 
as the one that we have presented. That is my only feeling on it. 

Mr. Upatx. Mr. Secretary, it distresses me greatly to joust a person 
who holds those views and the thing that disturbs me most is to 
see a Secretary who seems to be waging a campaign against some of 
the ideas embodied, let us say, in the school construction bill 2 years 
ago, which your predecessor presented to us. I think there has to be 
flexibility, there has to be compromise on both sides. Maybe I am 
not flexible enough or not willing to compromise. But I think that 
is probably the avenue of success on this. I hope we will be more 
flexible. Just as we need flexibility in Geneva, we need it here, too. 

That is all I have. 

Secretary Ftemmine. My only point is I am trying to wage a cam- 
paign in favor of the proposal that we submitted and because I do 
believe it provides us with the opportunity of getting off dead center 
on this. 

Mr. THompson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Upatu. Yes. 

Mr. TxHompson. I appreciate thoroughly, despite the jousting, as 
my friend from Arizona calls it, your attitude. I think, however, 
that if we were to say to you that our position was the Murray- 
Metcalf bill and we could not move from it, as you are saying to 
us your position is Mr. Frelinghuysen’s bill and you cannot move 
from it, I do not see how compromise is possible. I do think not- 
withstanding anything to the contrary that real, sincere efforts 
have been made to compromise. We all have limitations which need 
not be aired here. We recognize these things. But I have high hopes 
that the situation will change a little bit so that we can reach an 
accordance. 

I join my colleague, Mr. Udall, in expressing my readiness to com- 
promise on anything which will build classrooms and build them 
quickly. My view is that your present proposal will not do so and 
your view is that the Murray-Metcalf goes too far. Somewhere in 

tween there there must be room for compromise. We will keep 
working on it. 

Mr. FretincHuyseNn. Will the gentleman yield ? 

I would just like to point out that Secretary Flemming is not a 
member of this committee or a Member of Congress. At this point, 
in my opinion, the compromise that I am talking about takes place 
between Members of Congress who are trying to thrash out legislation. 
We can turn to the executive branch for advice, we have specific 
recommendation of the President over a period of years, any one of 
which we can take up at this moment and say, “We are going to hold 
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you to those recommendations; our legislation is following those 
lines.” But I do not think that there is any direct responsibility 
for the administration to hold our hand and say, “Yes, we will B° 
along with that; no, we won’t go along with that,” if they feel like 
doing it. 

Mr. THomprson. I am not suggesting they hold our hand. Every 
time they come up with a suggestion and put it in, the Secretary has 
a perfectly legitimate right to state what he is for and I have a legiti- 
mate right to discuss it. You can be as petulant as you want about it. 
The fact is that we cannot compromise on things unless we discuss 
them. 

Mr. Brapemas. Will the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Brapemas. In view of all this talk about who is supposed to 
compromise, I am constrained to point out that daily, over on the 
floor of the House of Representatives, the minority leader, who is 
spokesman for the Republican Party, or some other spokesman for 
the party, threatens a veto if we do not go along with an administra- 
tion bill. This is an example of how this matter of compromise can 
operate. I want to say that I should be glad to see some sensible 
compromise in this field but 1 also want to indicate why there is 
a certain sense of skepticism on the part of some of us on this side 
of the aisle. 

For example, we have just heard a very thoughtful, I think, indica- 
tion of the support of Secretary Flemming for some sort of Federal 
aid to education. Yet his statement is a symbol of dilemma with 
which we are confronted, because the reason the Secretary is with 
us this morning is to propose a cut in Federal aid to education. 

I have perhaps a rather simple approach to these matters, Mr. 
Secretary, but hardly a week goes by that I do not pick up a news- 
paper and read about a speech that you have made urging that we 
invest more of the resources of this country in education. I think, 
“That is a great speech; I would have been proud to have made that 
speech myself.” 

But the next week you come in and oppose aid to education, or, 
as is the case today, propose a cut in funds for education. One has 
the sense, therefore, that deeds do not correspond with works in this 
field. 

A few days ago the Killian report came out, urging that the country 
double its investment in education and one wonders if we mean busi- 
ness in this field or don’t we? 

I have the impression that there is a good deal of sound and fury 
in what we are being told here today; and the sound is wonderful, the 
words are beautiful, but I would like to see some action and support 
for an effective bill in support of education. 

Secretary Fremuinc. Mr. Congressman, I do not think that your 
characterization of our position is quite fair. I have been before 
this committee. I have proposed a bill for Federal aid in the con- 
struction of elementary and secondary schools. I stand on that pro- 
posal. Iam willing to do anything I possibly can to gain support for 
that proposal. The reason I favor it is because I believe that the time 
has come for the Federal Government to make that kind of an invest- 
ment in that area. Now, as faras 
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Mr. Brapemas. Is that the limit of your proposals, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Fiemmina. As far as what I am suggesting today is 
concerned, I am just simply saying that the poster law is an unfair, 
inequitable law as between the two types of school districts that I have 
been talking about. 

Mr. Brapemas. How much money does the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare come here today proposing to take away from 
education ¢ 

Secretary Fiemmrne. In my testimony I indicated if these amend- 
ments were adopted that the bill for the handling of 815 and 874 
would be reduced by $60 million. 

om. Brapemas. A cut of $60 million in aid to education in fiscal 
1960 ? 

Secretary FLemmine. It would be a cut in the interest of treating 
the school districts that arg getting this assistance fairly. All I am 
saying is put this legislation on a fair basis and then enact general 
legislation that all school districts have a chance of being considered. 

r. Brapemas. If the Killian report is correct in saying that we 
do need to invest more of the resources of our country in education, 
would it not be more reasonable to try to get some fair general educa- 
tion legislation and then talk about cutting aid to education along 
the lines of your proposal? Why ask us to cut education today and 
then urge us to spend more on education tomorrow? Why not get a 
broader bill first and then talk about revising the law we are now 
considering ? 

Secretary Ftemminc. Mr. Congressman, I was here on the broader 
bill over 2 months ago. All I am suggesting is that we attack on 
both fronts so that we can say to the American people we believe in 
Federal aid to education but we believe in handling it in a fair and 
equitable manner and not giving some school district a break as over 
against other school districts to which they are not entitled. 

Mr. Brapemas. I was very pleased to hear my colleague from New 
Jersey, Mr. Frelinghuysen, who I know is a very warm advocate of 
some wise legislation in this field, speak of compromise. Do I under- 
stand the position of the administration to be that the only bill the 
administration will support in the field of Federal aid to education 
this year is the Frelinghuysen bill, and no other? 

Secretary FLemminc. My position is that in our judgment the pro- 
posals that we have submitted to this committee constitute a sound 
approach to getting started on giving Federal aid for school 
construction. 

Mr. Brapemas. You have not answered my question, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Fremmine. I am not going to answer a hypothetical 
question. My position is clear. 

Mr. Brapemas. It is not a hypothetical question. 

Secretary Ftemmine. My position is clear. 

Mr. Brapemas. Will you support anything but the Frelinghuysen 
bill? That is a direct question. 

Secretary Ftemmrine. It is very hypothetical. It is what a former 
President of the United States referred to as an “iffy” question. I 
made my position very clear on the Murray-Metcalf bill. I am 
opposed to the Murray-Metcalf bill. I am opposed to the Murray- 
Metcalf bill and I gave my reasons for it. I also have given my 
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reasons for favoring the other bill that is pending before this 
committee. 

Mr. Brapemas. You can appreciate how difficult it is for us to be- 
lieve that there is any sincerity in the suggestion that there is room 
for compromise. Is not that a fair conclusion en miy part, in view 
of your statement ? 

Secretary Fiemmine. No, it is not fair. I think Congressman 
Frelinghuysen’s comment was a very valid comment. This is a matter 
that is pending before the House of Representatives. The executive 
branch has come up and stated its own conviction, as to what consti- 
tutes the best approach to the handling of this problem. Those are 
my convictions. I intend to support those convictions. You have a 
perfect right to weigh my presentation over against other presenta- 
tions and make up your mind as to what is the best approach. But as 
far as I am concerned I have given you my best judgment as to what 
is the best way in which to deal with this problem. 

Mr. Fre.tincnuysen. Will the gentleman yield? As a freshman 
Member you were not here, Mr. Brademas, when we did develop 
and enact very significant legislation last year in the education field. 
That resulted from a compromise between different points of view, dif- 
ferent political parties, and it seems to me very significant and perhaps 
an indication of what we might do again this year. True there was 
a difference. It was based very substantially on specific reeommenda- 
tions of President Eisenhower. This year in the general school con- 
struction field we have not only the administration recommendations, 
we have others, which might deserve a compromise. But we did sit 
down and we did sit down as legislators to develop the program. True 
we got consistent advice and suggestions from the administrative 
branch of the Government, the administration, and I think we would 
do that again. In fact, we did have it when we were in executive ses- 
sion. But the responsibility, the inescapable responsibility for de- 
veloping constructive legislation, it seems to me, rests with us, not 
a combination of us and the administration. 

Mr. Brapemas. I may say to my colleague from New Jersey, al- 
though I happen to be a freshman Member who has worked on the 
Hill before, I am not unacquainted with some of these matters, and I 
can read and I can think for myself and I can talk to other Members 
who have been concerned with this legislation. As a freshman Member 
who thinks there is no monopoly of intelligence on the other side of the 
aisle, I can only say that I hope we can again work out some reasonable 
compromise in this field together with some of the other 50 freshmar 
Members who were elected last fall on my side of the aisle. 

Secretary Fremmine. Mr. Chairman, if I might just round out 
the record in connection with our suggesting deeds instead of making 
speeches, I think the record is very clear that the executive branch 
did support the National Defense Education Act and supported it very 
vigorously. 

I would also like to call attention to the fact that in addition to pro- 
posing the expenditure of Federal funds for aid in the construction of 
elementary and secondary classrooms, we have also proposed to the 
Congress the expenditure of Federal funds in order to assist in the 
construction of academic facilities in institutions of higher educa- 
tion. I certainly hope that before long we can have hearings on that 
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particular proposal because in my judgment if that proposal should be 

enacted by the Congress of the United States it would go a long 

distance in the direction of putting our institutions of higher educa- 

tion in a position where they can take care of what is going to be a 

se upsurge in enrollment. 

- ’ Baitry. Are you speaking there now of section 5 of the Housing 
ct 

Secretary Fremmine. No, Mr. Chairman, I am speaking of the pro- 
posal that we submit for special legislation in the field of higher edu- 
cation. That bill, I think was introduced, I think it is pending before 
this committee also. 

Mr. THompson. That legislation has the same concept as your ele- 
mentary and secondary schools? 

Secretary FLemmine. Same philosophy, Congressman Thompson. 

Mr. Tuompson. The same. 

Secretary FLtemurne. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Mr. Tuompson. In conclusion, for the record I would like to say 
that I agree with my colleague from New Jersey that it is the legisla- 
tor’s job to legislate. This business of talking about what can and 
what cannot become law is used by both parties constantly on the 
floor of the House and elsewhere. It is a fact which we have to face, 
the fact that Mr. Halleck will say the President will not sign this or 
the administration suggests this and that is as far as it will go. Lam 
really distressed by your response to Mr. Brademas’ questions. It 
indicates that you feel that this year’s legislation is so good and you 
are convinced so thoroughly that it is the only thing that there would 
be at least on the Executive side no chance of compromise. 

I offer to my friend from New Jersey, Mr. Frelinghuysen, to sit 
down, I am sure the chairman will call the committee together, to 
work out a compromise that maybe we can put through the House and 
see if the President will sign it. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I will accept the challenge, Mr. Chairman. 
How are we going to challenge the Murray-Metcalf bill ? 

Mr. Tuomrson. It isnot achallenge. It is an invitation. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I accept the invitation. How are we going 
to swallow the Murray-Metcalf? That is already out of committee. 

Mr. Tuompson. I am willing to abandon the Murray-Metcalf bill 
if you will abandon your position and let us get somewhere in between. 

Mr. Fretrncuuysen. From the outset ? 

Mr. Tuompson. You can have your name on it, my name, both 
names, any names. Let us build some schools. 

Mr. Fre.tineuuysen. I am not interested in my name on it, but 
I recognize that is not likely under the present situation. 

Mr. THompson. You recognize bills you introduced with someone 
else’s name on them. 

Mr. Battery. Let the Chair intervene long enough to say I have 
been a good listener this morning. But I cannot lose sight of the fact 
that I have experienced at least two separate disappointments in that 
I thought we had legislation worked out in 1956 and again in 1957 
on the school construction, only to find out that the foundation fell 
out from under me right at the last minute. Naturally, I am a little 
bit hesitant about this talk of compromise until somebody that has 
the authority is willing to indicate that a compromise would be ac- 
ceptable. I think myself it would be possible to do it. 
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Mr. Frevincuuysen. Mr. Chairman, we resent so much talk about 
a threat of veto of legislation and say we will not move unless we get 
an idea if it would be vetoed or not. I do not think now the Demo- 
crats can be that paralyzed. 

Mr. Battery. The gentleman from New Jersey is not adding any- 
thing at the present time by his remarks to the possibility of getting 
a compromise. I say that a compromise is possible but I would like 
to know that when we do reach a compromise we will have the sup- 
port of the administration in what we are attempting to compromise 
on. 

Let me say this to you: 

I regret very much that the author of the bill proposed for en- 
actment this morning, H.R. 7140, the sponsor of that legislation, Mr. 
Kearns, is attending the International Labor Conference at Geneva. 
I am really disappointed because I would like to have heard him 
make an explanation of his bill in face of the fact that he is all the 
time talking about a brick and mortar approach. 

But, anyway, that explains his absence, and I am sure that he 
would have offered a satisfactory defense in his estimation on the 
proposal we submit, Mr. Secretary. 

Let me say to you that we would like to hear Dr. Derthick, and 
the meeting place will be changed to the regular House Committee 
on Education and Labor room tomorrow at 10 o’clock, at which time 
we will hear Dr. Derthick. 

Dr. Derruick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battery. And other members of your staff. 

Let me say to a number of people whom I see present here who are 
interested in the opposite side of this question that you will be af- 
forded ample opporunity to present your side of the argument on 
this proposal before any action is taken by the committee. 

You contact the staff member, Mr. McCord, here and he will advise 
you when the hearings will be. We will hear anyone else who is 
interested in the legislation as a proponent or we will hear the 
opponents. 

You will contact Mr. McCord and he will advise you of the dates 
set for the hearings. We want everybody to have an opportunity to 
say whether they want to continue Public Law 815, and 874 as 
presently constituted or whether they want to make some changes. 

This is still a country, I think, of democratic rule and the com- 
mittee will hammer out some kind of a procedure, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Fiemmine. Mr. Chairman, may I say that we deeply ap-_ 
preciate your holding hearings on the proposal. We are very grate- 
ful to you for making these arrangements. 

Mr. Batrey. Thank you. 

(Whereupon, at 1:10 p.m., Tuesday, June 9, 1959, the subcommit- 
tee recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, June 10, 1959.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 10, 1959 


Hovuse oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL EpucatTion, 
OF THE CoMMITTEE ON EpucaTION AND Lasor, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
room 492, Old House Office Building, Hon. Cleveland M. Bailey 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Bailey, Brademas, Frelinghuysen, and 
Lafore. 

Also present: Representatives Hiestand and Becker. 

Staff members present: Robert E. McCord, clerk of the subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr. Battery. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Yesterday when the committee recessed it was announced that 
Dr. Derthick, Commissioner of Education, would appear today 
for the purpose of presenting in greater detail the proposal contained 
in H.R. 7140 which would materially change the present legislation 
commonly referred to as Public Laws 815 and 874. 

The Chair today would very much prefer that the discussions 
be carried on in connection with the bill itself and the contents of 
the bill rather than a general discussion of H.R. 22. 

I am of the opinion that we cleared the air and the expressed 
feelings of some of the members yesterday to the point where I do 
not want to hear so much of it this morning. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK J. BECKER, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Becker. Mr. ory, my name is Frank J. Becker, the 


Representative of the Third Congressional District of New York. 
I only want to take up just one second of the good chairman’s time 
of this committee to say that I have appeared before the subcom- 
mittee on this legislation over most of the years it has been in exist- 
ence in support of it. 

At this time I hope that we may have the opportunity a little bit 
later, if necessary, to at least appear or put in a statement in opposi- 
tion to this legislation and the continuation of the present system of 
assisting federally impacted districts. I have 19 of these districts in 
my congressional district, and I know the serious impact that the 
children had on our schools, and I know that there are many other 


31 





32 ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


areas that I could recommend cutting up would be so much easier 
and less damaging that it would be to do this at this particular time. 
I hope this legislation will continue and the committee will continue it. 

I say this in all due respect to my good friend, Commissioner 
Derthick, and the other gentlemen from the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hope we will have an opportunity 
a little later on to go into a little more detail. 

Mr. Battery. The Chair is right now inclined to suggest that maybe 
we ought to make the gentleman an honorary member of the 
committee. 

Mr. Becker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very kindly for your time. 

Mr. Battery. I will assure you you will be given ample opportunity 
to be heard in opposition to the proposal. 

Mr. Brecker. I only said, if necessary. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Baiey. Mr. Derthick, you may proceed with your testimony. 


STATEMENT OF L. G. DERTHICK, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY RALL I. GRIGSBY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER AND 
DIRECTOR; B. ALDEN LILLYWHITE, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR; 
RALPH C. M. FLYNT, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR LEGISLA- 
TIVE SERVICES, OFFICE OF EDUCATION; AND S. W. HERRELL 


Mr. Derruick. Mr. Chairman, always it is a privilege to come be- 
fore your committee. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Lawrence G. 
Derthick, Commissioner of Education. I appreciate the opportunity 
to present for your consideration testimony in support of the Depart- 
ment’s proposals for amending Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 
as embodied in H.R. 7140, introduced by Mr. Kearns on May 14, 1959. 

As you know, these companion laws providing assistance to local 
educational agencies in federally affected areas for school construc- 
tion and for current operating expenses, originally enacted in 1950 
on a temporary basis, have several times been amended and extended 
by the Congress. 

By the enactment of Public Law 85-620 in the last session of the 
Congress, the programs were made permanent insofar as they relate 
to children residing on Federal property with parents employed 
thereon, and were extended to June 30, 1961, with respect to other 
categories of federally connected children in public elementary and 
secondary schools. 

My own personal acquaintance with this legislation dates from 
1954-55, when the Chattanooga, Tenn. school system, of which I was 
then superintendent, first became an eligible applicant under Public 
Law 874 for a relatively small payment of Federal funds, $38,167 in 
a budget of almost $4.5 million, on account of some 696 children of 
parents employed on 41 Federal properties. 
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND GROWTH OF THE SCHOOL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 


Since becoming Commissioner of Education I have, of course, been 
made keenly aware of the very substantial accomplishments of these 
programs and of their widespread and favorable acceptance both b 
educators, citizens interested in education, and by the Congress itself. 

During the 9 years Public Law 874 has been in operation, the number 
of participating school districts has trebled, the number of federally 
connected pupils has doubled, and the total amount of Federal pay- 
ments has quadrupled. The number of eligible Federal properties 
claimed by applicants has multiplied three times, to 4,969 in the cur- 
rent. year, and comprising 185 million acres. The average daily at- 
tendance of federally connected pupils constitutes about 15 percent of 
the total attendance in eligible school districts, and the Federal pay- 
ments constitute approximately 5 percent of the operating budgets. 
These districts provide educational services to some 7.5 million pupils, 
which is almost 25 percent of all pupils in attendance at public ele- 
mentary and secondary schools. 

Under Public Law 815, more than $900 million have been apro- 
priated since 1951. Some 4,407 construction projects have been ap- 
proved to provide an estimated 45,626 classrooms to house 1,321,417 
pupils in some 1,800 different school districts. 

Mr. Chairman, these statistics were impressive to me and they are 
every time I see them. I thought it would be appropriate to remind 
the committee of the scope of this operation. 

Mr. Frevtincuvysen. Do we have some comparable figures to H.R. 
874, Mr. Commissioner ? 

Mr. Derruick. I do not have comparable figures in this testimony 
for 874. They could be easily supplied. 

Mr. Baitey. I[ think it would be an excellent idea if you did and 
made it a part of your testimony. 

he Derruick. What I was meaning—the $900 million, Mr. Lilly- 
white. 

Mr. Littywuire. We can give that right now. 

Mr. Derruick. Mr. Lillywhite has that right now. 

Mr. Lutywuite. $768,170,000 for Public Law 874 through the fiscal 
year 1939 appropriation. 

Mr. Frevtincuuysen. Would you give me the figure again ? 

Mr. Littywuirte. $768,170,000. 

Mr. FrevincHuysen. Thank you. 

Mr. Derruick. It is my understanding that when the legislation 
was originally enacted it was—— 

Mr. Bartzy. Before you continue, Doctor—— 

Mr. Dertuick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batrry. I would like to express my surprise. Are we to under- 
stand now that the districts involved in this program under Public 
Laws 815 and 874 involve 714 million pupils and that represents ap- 
proximately 25 percent of the total pupils? 

Mr. Derruick. It does not mean, Mr. Chairman, that 714 million 
are federally connected children, but that those children are children 
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in school districts aided by these programs, about 25 percent of the 
total number in elementary and secondary schools. 

Mr. Batter. Did not the program actually affect approximately 25 
percent of the total school enrollment ? 

Mr. Derruick. Yes, sir; that is true. 

Mr. Barry. You might continue, Doctor, with your testimony. 

Mr. Derruick. The point is that the impact touches all of these chil- 
dren, not just those that are federally connected. 


UNDERLYING JUSTIFICATION FOR THE SCHOOL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 


It is my understanding that when the legislation was originally en- 
acted it was not known whether the need would be temporary or 
ermanent. The central concept then, and since, has been that the 
ederal Government should in equity recognize and accept its ob- 
ligation to assist in the support of public elementary and secondary 
educate in those school districts in which a part of the local property 
tax normally available for the support of educational services is ab- 
sent by reason of the tax-immunity of the Federal property on which 
children reside or their parents are employed. The assistance pro- 
vided is in the nature of an in-lieu-of-tax payment, calculated not 
on the basis of a locally assessed valuation of the Federal property 
times the tax rate of the school tax jurisdiction in which the Federal 
property is situated, but calculated rather on the basis of the local 
share of the cost of educational services normally borne by a local real 
property tax. With the in-lieu-of-tax principle or rationale underly- 
ing these school assistance laws, I am in hearty accord. That is why I 
support the proposals embodied in H.R. 7140 whose purpose is to 
conform the provisions of the law more closely to this basic in-lieu-of- 
tax “esac Sia By so doing, I sincerely believe that the program will 
be strengthened against its critics who can now say with some justifica- 
tion, that the benefits provided go far beyond the financial burdens the 
programs were intended to relieve. 

In other words, I should like to see the legislation put on a sound 
basis, “kote payments commensurate with the fiscal needs arising 
from the tax-immunity of Federal property. 

I should like now to direct attention to some of the proposed con- 
forming amendments, give some illustrations of the situations to 
which the amendments are intended to apply, and to present some 
facts about the way in which they operate. Since Secretary Flem- 
ming’s statement emphasized the proposed reduction in rates of pay- 
ment for children of parents employed on Federal property, I shall 
touch only briefly on that proposal at a later point. 


ELIMINATION OF OUTLEASED FEDERAL PROPERTY SUBJECT TO TAXATION 


First, I would like to discuss the proposal to amend the definition of 
eligible Federal property under both Public Law 874 and Public Law 
815 to eliminate property outleased by the Federal Government which 
is subject to taxation on its full value by a State or local instrumental- 
ity thereof. 

As pointed out in Secretary Flemming’s letter of May 12, 1959, 
transmitting the Department’s proposals, both laws originally define 











of Th aA 


—-~ 


~* ThA 


a ee ee ae ee hme 














ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 30 


the term “Federal property” to mean “only real property owned by 
the United States or leased by the United States and not subject to 
taxation by any State or any political subdivision of a State or by the 
District of Columbia,” with one exception. This exception covers the 
so-called Wherry housing, built by private sponsors on Federal prop- 
erty leased from the Secretary of the Army, Navy, or Air Force, and 
which as the committee report indicates, was add ause of the legal 
doubt which then existed as to whether the States and localities could 
tax the lessees on the use-value of such property. That doubt has since 
been dispelled by the decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in the case of 
Offutt Housing Company v. Sarpy County, (351 U.S. 253). 

In 1953, this original, more limited definition of “Federal pre rty” 
was broadened to include “real property which is owned by the Gnited 
States and leased therefrom and the improvements thereon, even 
though the lessee’s interest and any improvements on such property 
are subject to taxation by a State or a political subdivision of a State or 
by the District of Columbia.” 

The key point in the justification for this broadened definition was 
given in Sse Committee Report No. 703, 83d Congress, 1st session, 
as follows: 

Under the definition of “Federal property” in section 9(1) of the existing 
Public Law 874, properties owned by the United States but leased to private 
parties for housing or commercial purposes and subject, in some States and 
communities, to property taxation insofar as the interests of a lessee are con- 
cerned are not, in some cases, considered “Federal property” for purposes of the 
formulas inthe act. Asa result, the school districts concerned are disadvantaged 
in not being able to count children whose parents live or work on the leased 
property as federally connected children for purposes of Federal payments, even 
though the property taxes realized on the leased property or improvements are 
for the most part negligible and in no way represent a normal tax return on the 
property involved. 

Since this broader definition of “Federal property” was enacted in 
1953, the right to tax outleased Federal property by State and local 
governmental agencies has been, as I said before, the subject of judi- 
cial decisions by the U.S. Supreme Court. These decisions have held 
in substance that State statutes providing for a tax on either the lease- 
hold interest or on a private party’s use of the property are not un- 
constitutional, and that the leasehold interest or use of the property 
may be valued for the purpose of taxation at the full value of the 
property (City of Detroit v. Murray Corporation, 355 U.S. 409, and 
other cases decided in March 1958). 

Under the present law, any tax payments which are actually made 
by the lessee to school districts which are eligible for Public Law 874 
payments are deducted from these payments. Notwithstanding the 
fact that such tax payments as were received on outleased Federal 
properties were deducted under this provision of Public Law 874 in the 
amount of some $412,500, some 685 school districts in 1958 claimed 
the children of parents employed on such outleased properties, ex- 
clusive of Wherry housing, as ieacally connected under section 3(b) 
of the act, and received payment of net entitlements, after deductions, 
amounting to $8,320,500 on some 97,901 such children in ADA. 

_In the same year, some 70 school districts claimed 4,130 children re- 
siding in Wherry housing for a net entitlement, after deductions, of 
$441,200. This amount may not appear large in itself, but it, too, rep- 
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resents a clear departure from the basic rationale of in-lieu-of-tax pay- 
ments made on account of the tax immunity of Federal property. 

Aside from Wherry housing, the major properties outleased by 
the Federal Government which form the basis for Public Law 874 
payments are primarily industrial in character and were built during 
the war to manufacture airplanes. 

For example, there is the Air Force Plant No. 42 in Palmdale, 
Calif. This plant, the acquisition cost of which to the Government 
was $20,966,000, is located on 5,421 acres, and is currently outleased 
to and used by several different aircraft corporations, including 
Douglas, Hughes, Convair, North American, and Lockheed. Pos- 
sessory and/or leasehold interest taxes are paid by each of these 
aircraft companies on this outleased Federal property to the county 
of Los Angeles. 

The four school districts in which the property is wholly or partly 
situated receive each a portion of these taxes, and they are deducted 
from their Public Law 874 payments. An additional 25 school dis- 
tricts are eligible applicants under Public Law 874, and the 29 dis- 
tricts claim a total of 4,950 children of parents employed on this 
taxable outleased Federal property for payment under section 3(b) 
of Public Law 874. Since the outleased Federal property is not in 
their taxing jurisdiction, none of the taxes paid by the lessee com- 
panies can be deducted from the payments to 25 districts. If, as 
seems probable, the company lessee can be taxed on the basis of the 
full value of the property, Air Force Plant No. 42 in Palmdale 
would no longer be an eligible Federal property for purposes of Pub- 
lic Law 874, if amended as is proposed, and payments to the 29 Cali- 
fornia school districts now receiving payments on account of these 
3,950 children of parents employed on Air Force Plant No. 42 would 
be reduced by $470,000. 

As indicated in the attached table, the proposal to eliminate such 
outleased Federal property from the definition eligible Federal prop- 
erty for purposes of both Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 would, 
if adopted, result in an estimated saving in fiscal 1960 of more than 
$10 million under Public Law 874, and of more than $7 million under 
Public Law 815, and exhibit B gives a breakdown on those figures. 

Also eliminated by the proposed change in definition of Federal 
property would be schools providing flight training to members of 
the Air Force at an airport which is owned by a State or political 
subdivision of a State. Subsequent to the amendment adopted in 
1956, by Public Law 949, which made such schools eligible as Federal 
property under both laws, some 21 school districts in four States were 
able to claim about $225,000 in entitlement under Public Law 874 for 
some 2,885 children of parents living in or employed in such con- 
tract schools. 

In these situations, the properties are not even owned hy the Fed- 
eral Government, and any tax immunity they enjoy is imposed on 
them by State and municipal governments. The inclusion of these 
schools as Federal property simply invites broadening of acts still 
further to include any State or municipally owned properties upon 
which Federal contract activities are carried on. The Federal pay- 
ments actually cannot be justified under any payment-in-lieu-of-tax 
concept. 
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ELIMINATION OF CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL-CONTRACT-CON NECTED CHILDREN 


Second, let me direct attention to the proposal to repeal those sec- 
tions of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 which establish categories 
of Federal payment not based on the school attendance of children 
whose parents either live or work on Federal property. 

Section 5(a) (3) of Public Law 815 provides for Federal assistance 
for school construction to a school district on account of an estimated 
increase in a 2-year period of 10 percent in the number of children 
whose parents work for Federal contractors in taxable enterprises, 
provided the district cannot provide school housing for these and other 
unhoused children in the district without undue financial burden. 

Section 4 of Public Law 874 provides Federal payments for school 
operating expenses in similar situations and under analogous condi- 
tions. Such payments must be justified, if at all, on some basis other 
than any direct or indirect loss of revenues or bonding capacity re- 
sulting from the tax immunity of federally owned property since both 
the homes of the children and places of employment of the parents are 
fully taxable. 

School districts eligible for assistance under section 5(a)(3) of 
Publie Law 815 are found primarily in the large metropolitan areas 
in a few States, chiefly California, Michigan, and Washington, with a 
scattering of applicants from New York, Connecticut, and Indiana. 

Not only is there a concentration in a smal] number of States, but 
the applications from those States are also concentrated primarily in 
their metropolitan areas such as Los Angeles, Detroit, and Seattle. 

While it 1s true that the districts that have received this assistance 
have had very substantial increases in school enrollment, the fact is 
that this growth cannot be attributed to Federal contracts any more 
than to the current and well-recognized trend to suburbanization 
around large metropolitan centers, 

For illustration, consider the Garden City School District located in 
the Detroit suburban area of Wayne County, Mich. This district has 
had a substantial growth in school enrollment during the past 10 years, 
and has received more than $2 million in Federal assistance under sec- 
tion 5(a)(3) of Public Law 815 for construction of school facilities. 
Its application for the 1956-58 increase period will serve as an example 
of the operation of this section of Public Law 815. 

The following facts were established for the Garden City School 
District in its application under section 5(a)(3) for the 1956-58 
increase period. The district had an increase of 2,392 children during 
the 2-year period over the base-year average daily membership of 
5,503 children. Of this increase, the federally connected increase was 
916 children. Thus it met the percentage increase requirements for 
federally connected children. The school district’s records showed that 
the increase of 916 children occurred in the category with parents em- 
ployed in some 231 plants which had Federal contracts. Included in 
this list were 11 separate plants of divisional operations of the Chrys- 
ler Corp., 20 for the Ford Motor Co., 20 for General Motors, and 3 for 
the Burrows Corp. Most of these plants were not located in the 
applicant school district but were in the Detroit metropolitan area. 

This district met the needs test with an assessed valuation of $35.1 
million, bonded indebtedness for school purposes amounting to $5.4 
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million or 15.5 percent of the total, with 343 children to be housed at 
a cost of $459,000. 

This district was eligible to count for Federal payment 694 of the 
916 increase in federally connected children after adjustments were 
made for an overestimate in the preceding increase period. The rate 
of payment in this category, $589.50 per child, times 694 children 
equals $409,113 which was the amount of the Federal grant. 

Here is a school district which anticipated a total enrollment in- 
crease of 43.4 percent in the 2-year period 1956-58. Of this 43.4- 
percent increase some 16.6 percent were schoolchildren with parents 
employed in a taxable industrial enterprise which had one or more 
Federal contracts, while 26.8 percent were children with parents em- 
ployed in other taxable plants or commercial enterprises which did 
not happen to have any Federal contracts. To what extent was the 
total increase largely the result of suburbanization, the movement of 
families long employed and resident in the Detroit labor market area 
to newly opened subdivisions? To what extent was the increase at- 
tributable to immigration of new families from outside the Detroit 
labor market area because of increased Federal contract activity? 
No one can say precisely. 

Under the amendments proposed by H.R. 7140 this category of 
Federal-contract-connected children would be eliminated as a basis 
for assistance for school construction under Public Law 815. 

The payments which section 4 of Public Law 874 authorizes in 
similar situations would also be eliminated. These payments are 
less defensible because of an amendment last year made by Public 
Law 85-620. Prior to this amendment only 11 school districts in 
1958 applied for Federal payments under section 4. Of these 11 dis- 
tricts, only 1 met the eligibility requirements, that is, an increase 
of 5 percent or more in the attendance of children of parents em- 

loyed in taxable plants having Federal contracts plus a showing of 
ancial need. However, the Public Law 85-620 amendment pro- 
vided that school districts might elect to claim the current year’s 
section 3 increase in children residing on or residing with a parent 
employed on Federal property, or both, under section 4 rather than 
section 3 of the act. As a result, the number of applications under 
section 4 has increased to more than 180 in the current year. 

This is largely because the rate of payment per federally con- 
nected child in the increase is greater under section 4 than under 
section 3, since the section 4 rate is based on the amount per pupil 
necessary to bring the total expenditures per pupil in the applicant 
school district up to the level of comparable school districts in the 
State, assuming a reasonable or comparable tax effort by the appli- 
cant’s district. “The effect, in general, is to provide a rate of Federal 
payment for increased numbers of children of parents employed on 
Federal property in the current year equal to or greater than the 
full rate of expenditure per child from local revenue sources, rather 
than 50 percent of such rate, as presently provided for such children 
under section 3 of the law. 

Ysleta, Tex., may be cited as an illustration. This district claims, 
as federally connected, children of parents employed on 11 different 
Federal properties. This year, there are some 12,116 children in 
average daily attendance, of which 4,145, or about one-third, are fed- 
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erally connected. ‘These 4,145 federally connected children include an 
increase in the current year of 605 children. The rate of payment for 
each of these 605 children under section 3(b) would be $75.72. Under 
section 4, the rate is $123.27 per child. Thus, Ysleta received $49.55 
more than the section 3 rate for each of 605 federally connected chil- 
dren in the increase or an added total of $29,764 by reason of the 
amended provisions of section 4. 


ELIMINATION OF PAYMENTS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 874 WHEN PRESCRIBED 
ELIGIBILITY CONDITIONS ARE NOT MET 


Third, H.R. 7140 would eliminate Federal payments under Public 
Law 874 for any years in which school districts do not meet the pre- 
scribed eligibility conditions. Public Law 85-620 contained an 
amendment to Public Law 874 providing that Federal payments to a 
school district which is eligible in any year will continue for the 2 sub- 
sequent years, even though the school district fails in the subsequent 
years to meet the eligibility requirements of the act. ‘This amendment 
is manifestly discriminatory as respects a school district which barely 
meets the 3-percent condition of eligibility in a given year and barely 
fails to meet that condition in a subsequent ear, as against another 
school district which barely fails to meet such eligibility condition in 
either year. For illustration, consider the case of the Cherokee County 
Board of Education, Alabama: 

In 1959, this school district claims as the basis for entitlement seven 
Federal fre erties on which parents of children are employed, includ- 
ing the Air Force Depot at Gadsden, the Republic Steel blast furnace 
in Gadsden, the Anniston Ordnance Depot at Bynum, Fort McClellan 
at Anniston, and the Redstone Arsenal at Huntsville. 

In the 1957-58 school year, this district had 113 children in the B 
category, all of whose parents were employed on these nontaxable 
Federal properties located outside the school district. The 113 chil- 
dren amounted to exactly 3 percent of the 3,762 in average daily at- 
tendance in the district. It received $8,556, at the section 3(b) rate 
of $75.77 per child. 

In the 1958-59 school year, this district had only 86 children in the 
B category and an estimated total average daily attendance of 3,872. 
Thus, the ADA of 86 children equaled only 2.10 percent of the total, 
and the district would have been ineligible for any payment, were it not 
for the change in the law. Under the Public Law 85-620 amendment, 
this district will receive $6,512 in the current year for the 86 federally 
connected children. The project file shows that this school district 
has had very little impact because of Federal activities. The total 
enrollment has grown only 162 children in the past 3 years which 
barely equals the normal birthrate increases. It appears that the 
parents of the federally connected children are longtime residents in 
this country, employed at relatively high wages of Federal installa- 
tions located in neighboring counties, some of which are as far away 
as 75 miles. ; 

Notwithstanding these facts, this district is eligible for a payment 
under the amendment of more than $6,500, even though the number of 
federally connected children does not meet the 8-percent eligibility 
requirement. 
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Since the eligibility conditions of the act are presumed to reflect 
a& minimum recognizable financial burden or tax deprivation by rea- 
son of the tax-exempt status of Federal property, school districts 
which fail to meet these requirements in any year ought not to be 
considered eligible for payments in that year merely because they 
may have been eligible in some preceding year. H.R. 7140 would 
accordingly repeal this inequitable and unjustified provision. 


ELIMINATION OF SECTION 8 OF PUBLIC LAW 815, AS AMENDED 


Fourth, H.R. 7140 would repeal section 8 of Public Law 815, which 
presently authorizes additional payments toa federally affected school 
district of an amount sufficient to finance the non-Federal share of an 
approved construction project to house a federally connected en- 
rollment increase, if without such additional payments the school 
district would be financially unable to construct the project. 

For illustration, let me cite the Heber Springs School District, 
Arkansas. The Federal impact in this district is caused hy the con- 
struction of Greers Ferry Dam and Reservoir by the Corps of Engi- 
neers. The Federal Government is acquiring approximately 12 per- 
cent of the land area of the school district for reservoir purposes. 
There will be an estimated increase of 310 B category children, i.e., 
parents employed on Federal property, by the end of the current 
2-year increase period. At the State average rate per child, this in- 
crease will vield an entitlement of $150,350. The urgent need in this 
school district is for a high school building because the present high 
school has been condemned and will be abandoned. The estimated 
cost of constructing minimum school facilities for 310 children is 
$297,900. The school district has bonded itself for the maximum 15 
percent of its assessed valuation permitted under State law, and there 
are no State funds available for additional school construction 
purposes. 

The difference between the total cost of $297,900 and the regular 
formula payment of $150,350 is $147,550, which is the additional 
allocation for which the district is eligible under section 8. In effect, 
in this situation section 8 authorizes paying this district the A cate- 
gory rate for the 310 federally connected B categony children. 

Consistent with the in-lieu-of-tax payment rationale, the Federal 
Government has fully discharged its equitable obligation when the 
regular formula payment authorized by the law has been made on 
account of recognized categories of children connected with tax- 
exempt Federal property. Accordingly, H.R. 7140 would repeal this 
provision of the existing law. 


REDUCTION IN RATES OF PAYMENT 


Fifth, Secretary Flemming, in his testimony, has stated our rea- 
sons for the reductions proposed in H.R. 7140 in the rates of payment 
for children whose parents are employed on Federal property, but 
live in taxable homes. When taken together with the elimination of 
taxable out-leased Government property from the definition of “Fed- 
eral property,” the proposed changes in rates of payment should, in 
the words of the President’s budget message of January 19, 1959, 
“* * * place these aid programs on a more sound and equitable basis.” 
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As Secretary Flemming has acknowledged, the justification for 
these modified rates of payment leans rather heavily on Census Bureau 
studies and data as to the proportions of locally assessed taxable 
valuations of different types of real property in the United States. 
In the absence of more recent, or more complete or more objective and 
carefully controlled studies than those reported by the Government’s 
Division of the Census Bureau on this subject, these studies would 
appear to offer the best, if not the only, reliable source of information 
as to the general proportion on a nationwide basis of local property 
tax revenue deriving from places where people live and places where 
people work and used in support of public elementary and secondary 
education. 

EFFECTIVE DATE AND TRADITION PROVISIONS 


Sixth, and finally, H.R. 7140 proposes that all amendments would 
be effective July 1, 1959. However, in order to prevent the proposed 
amendments causing undue hardship to school districts resulting from 
the necessity of adjusting their budgets to take account of the proposed 
reductions in Federal payments, the bill provides that if the effect of 
the rate reductions under section 3 of Public Law 874, i.¢., payments 
for children of parents employed on Federal property, would be to 
reduce the total operating expense budget of any eligible school district 
by more than 3 percent of its 1958-59 operating expense budget, then 
the Federal payments under section 3 of the amended law for the 
fiscal year 1960-—— 

Mr. Battxy. Let me interrupt you there. 

Mr. Derruick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battey. Is that the total school budget or the Federal contri- 
bution 

Mr. Derruick. That is the total. 

Mr. Battey. That you are going to limit to not to exceed $3 million. 

Mr. Dertrnick. That is, the total school budget, Mr. Chairman, 
would be increased to the extent necessary to prevent a reduction of 
more than 3 percent in the school districts’ 1959-60 budget. 


ESTIMATED APPROPRIATION REQUIREMENTS 


It is estimated that the various amendments proposed in H.R. 7140 
would reduce the cost of the programs of school assistance in federally 
affected areas for 1960 as follows: 

Public Law 874: From $163,956,676 to $116,940,012, or a reduction 
- of $47,016,664 or 28.7 percent. 

Public Law 815: From $61,135,000 to $46,884,600, or a reduction of 
$14,250,400 or 23.3 percent. 

Estimates have also been prepared showing the distribution of the 
proposed reductions, State by State. These are attached to my state- 
ment for the record as exhibit A. There is also attached, as exhibit B, 
an itemized estimate of the reductions in appropriation requirements 
which would result from each of the proposed amendments in fiscal 
year 1960. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to file for the record exhibits A and B to 
my testimony. 

Mr. Battxy. That may be done. 
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(The information follows :) 


EXHIBIT A 


Construction aid by State under Public Law 815, as amended, and under further 
proposed amendments to Public Law 815, fiscal year 1960 (estimates) 





Fiscal year 1960, Public Law 815, 


construction aid 
State or territory 





Currently Proposed Percentage 
in effect reduction 





$61, 135, 000 
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Summary of Public Law 874 estimated entitlements, by State, under current law 
and proposed amended law, fiscal year 1960 





State or territory 


Currently 
in effect 


Proposed 


Percentage 
reduction 





Alabama 
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AIMED o odin catsddcccctnbcnenntccsawcccdiodtskionnpiidinian 
California 

Colorado 

Connecticut... 
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Kansas - - - 

Kentucky : 
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Maine-- 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi... 

Missouri....- 

Montana 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey 

New Mexico 
New York 


Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 





West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 














$163, 956, 676 


$116, 940, 012 


28.7 
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2, 058, 493 
380, 102 
98, 513 
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592, 018 
362, 133 
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32.1 
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ExHIBIT B 


Estimated reductions in appropriation requirements resulting from H.R. 7140 
fiscal year 1960 


PUBLIC LAW 874 AMENDMENTS 


Eliminate (repeal) the 85-620 amendment to section 3 $1, 866, 978 
Eliminate (repeal) section 4 
Eliminate outleased Federal property (including flight training 
--. 10, 393, 801 
Reduction of payments for certain 3(b) children_ ” 36, 394, 371 
(1) Forty percent payment for children who reside with a 
parent employed on Federal property in the school district; and 
(2) Twenty-five percent payment for children whose parents 
work on Federal property located outside the school district of 
residence. 








Total reductions 51, 355, 150 
Less amount due to transition provision 4, 338, 486 


Reduction in fiscal year 1960 47, 016, 664 


PUBLIC LAW 815 AMENDMENTS 


Eliminate (repeal) 5(a)(3) category (sudden and substantial in- 
crease resulting from Federal contract activities) 1, 830, 000 
Eliminate outleased Federal property (including uight training 
schools) 
Eliminate (repeal) section 8 
Reduction of payment for certain 5(a) (2) category children 
(1) Forty percent payment for children who reside with a 
parent employed on Federal property in the school district; and 
(2) Twenty-five percent payment for children whose parents 
work on Federal property located outside the district of resi- 
dence. 





Total reductions 14, 250, 400 


Mr. Derruickx. Mr. Chairman, that completes my formal testi- 
mony, and, as you realize, we have the members of the staff here who 
are in charge of operating these programs and will aid in answering 
your questions and those of the members of the committee. 

Mr. Bamtzy. The Chair has right now one or two major questions. 
I am not so sure that you are going to provide a basis of equity in 
your in-lieu-of-tax proposal. I am thinking right now of the situa- 
tion, for instance, that exists at Midwest City in Oklahoma, There 
you have a Federal installation in Tinker Air Force Base that em- 
ploys approximately 19,000 civilian workers. You also have an Air 
Force installation there of 5,000. Most of those people, practically 
all of them, live off the base. You are proposing to cut that from 
50 to 25 percent; is that right $ 

Mr. Derruicx. Forty percent, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Batrry. Fortiy percent. 

Mr. Derruick. Because I believe those installations are located 
within the school district. 

Mr. Battery. I am advised, of course, and this is only an estimate, 
that that property cost the Government over $4 billion, that 
installation. 

Mr. Derruick. How much? 

Mr. Batty. Over $4 billion. 

Mr. Derruics. Billion? 
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Mr. Battey. Counting the property and the equipment involved. 

Would a 40 percent break there be equitable? Suppose that prop- 
erty was not owned by the Government but was subject to local 
taxation ? 

Mr. Derruick. Mr. Lillywhite, are you familiar with that par- 
ticular installation ? 

Mr. Littywuire. Yes; I think almost everybody is familiar with 
that one. 

I do not know where 

Mr. Battey. What are you going to do in a case of that kind? 
There is no equity there. Of course, I will say that that is an ex- 
ceptional case, probably no other one just exactly like that one. 

Mr. Littywurre. My guess is that the cost would be nearer $400 
million than $4 billion. I do not know. We can check up and find 
out. Four billion dollars is a lot of money for one installation, 

Mr. Batrry. It is a lot of money, but there is a lot of equipment 
there to keep 19,000 civilians employed. They must have some value 
to it. Anyway it is worth checking into to see just what is involved. 

Mr. Griessy. I think there are two elements in that question, Mr. 
Bailey. One is this: Do the payments under Public Law 874 ap- 
proximate what would be received by a school district if taxes were 
levied on the Federal property at the going rate in that district ? 

And I think the answer in general is this: That in some instances 
the Federal payments are greater than the taxes that would be real- 
ized, a straight in-lieu-of-tax levied on the property at the local rate. 
In other instances they may be considerably less. 

This is not a straight in-lieu-of-tax measure. 

Mr. Battry. No. It isa hidden provision. 

Mr. Gricssy. The underlying principle we have said is in the 
nature of an in-lieu-of-tax, differently calculated and having to do 
solely with the local share of the cost of educating children of parents 
residing or with parents employed on Federal property. 

Mr. Battery. I ask Mr. Lillywhite if there are any other installa- 
tions similar to this one that I have mentioned that would be affected 
materially by this reduction. 

Mr. Lattywurre. I think that there are dozens of installations in 
about the same, exactly the same status. Some of them are in bigger 
communities; some of them are in smaller communities. Some of 
them cost more, and some of them cost less. 

But the fact is still there are—I do not know, but it is approxi- 
mately about 7,000 children of parents employed on that base who 
live in that school district. If there are 19,000 employed that would 
leave some 12,000 or 13,000 children who are pean in other com- 
munities surrounding Midwest City that could not tax the property 
anyway. They get paid the full 50 percent rate for all of these chil- 
dren who go to their schools, and their parents commute over to the 
other school district for employment. 

Mr. Battey. It is a point on which the Chair thinks we better have 
some more detail and accurate information. 

The other point I wanted to raise was this proposal to do away 
with Government reimbursement for, I believe you mentioned a case 
in Arkansas where they are building a reservoir, flood control installa- 
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tion. Would that apply generally? You would eliminate any in- 
lieu payments there for property taken and flooded by water? 

Mr. Derruick. Dr. Grigsby. 

Mr. Bamey. I think you are going to run into difficulty. 

Mr. Griessy. No. There is no change proposed in section 2 of the 
act, which is that section of Public Law 874 which provides straight 
in-lieu-of-tax payment. 

Mr. Battery. What was the object of the Commissioner’s citing this 
installation in Arkansas$ 

Mr. Gricspy. He was citing it as an illustration of a school district 
which claimed entitlement and was eligible in one year and would be 
ineligible in the next in terms of the 3 percent. 

Mr. Littywuire. No. This was the section 8. 

Mr. Griessy. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Littywuire. Here is a district that got entitlement of $585 
or $600 per child for 310 B category children. 

Mr. Battery. Yes. 

Mr. Littywuire. That was the regular formula provisions. 

Mr. Derruicx. In other words, it got the full entitlement it was 
due, and under this amendment would continue to get the full en- 
titlement to which it is due now, Mr. Lillywhite ? 

Mr. Littywuirer. Under this section 8 amendment which we pro- 
pose to eliminate it not only got the 50-percent rate for the B cate- 
go children, but the amount was almost doubled, to build a complete 

igh school for 310 children. So in effect this district got the full 
rate, the A category rate for B category children. 

Mr. Battery. The Chair does not want to be held as being in a posi- 
tion of conflict of interest, you understand. The present budget car- 
ries a $2 million item to start construction on a $46 million reservoir 
in my congressional district. There they are going to flood quite a 
little bit of land. How is the school board going to raise money to 
support their schools if you flood, well, a good big part of the county? 
The dam is 310 feet high. That is going to have quite a reservoir 
about it. Just what is the compensation to that school? What are 
you going to do with them ? 

Mr. Littywuire. You still can get paid under Public Law 874 for 
every child that comes into the district and meets the eligibility re- 

uirements. You can get paid the regular formula action under 815 

or construction of the school facilities and if even more than 10 per- 
cent of the assessed valuation is acquired by the Federal Government 
you can also get =e under section 2. 

Mr. Battey. Fortunately, we have an adequate county high school. 
That will not be a question. It is more of Public Law 874 I would 
think involved than the construction. 

Mr. Derruick. There would be no change, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battery. I do not think we have a problem in construction but 
would have a serious problem in reimbursing the district for loss of 
revenues that would go to the support of the schools, the payment of 
teachers’ salaries and current expenses. 

Mr. Derruicx. This amendment, as I understand it, Mr. Chairman, 
would not affect that kind of situation adversely. Both the Arkansas 
case and your case would get full entitlement under the provisions of 
the act, the two acts. 
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Mr. Larore. I think, Mr. Chairman, if they flood a large area of 
the county you might lose some schoolchildren, not by flooding, I 
mean. 

Mr. Littywutre. That has happened. 

Mr. Larore. Yes. 

Mr. Lattywuire. That has happened. 

Mr. ‘Battery. There would be some, of course. The majority, of 
course, would move over and buy another site to live on. ‘There are 
indigenous to the soil over in West Virginia. 

Anyway, I like to think about these things as we go along here. 
We have enough headaches without creating some more. 

Mr. Fiynt. I believe, Mr. Chairman, this really boils down to a 
question after having made the full entitlement if the Federal payment 
is not sufficient to build the school, the Federal Government is asked 
to step in and pay the additional amount. And that is not related to 
the number of federally connected children by which the district is 
unable to finance the school construction. The additional sum has no 
relationship to the Federal impact. 

Mr. Battery. I do not know that. We have a county unit system. 
Fortunately that is better than if you had a small district where you 
take half the people in the area of the small district. The county can 
absorb most of it and in the case of one project that we are completing 
this year a $36 million dam, the district was not even an applicant for 
Federal aid. The county was able to absorb it, and they are not an 
applicant. That in Braxton Count at Sutton. 

Mr. Littywuire. Which one ? 

Mr. Barter. In Braxton County at Sutton, they are not even after 
it. But Iam rather fearful this district will be in difliculty due to the 
fact that here is your trouble. Over 50 percent of the land area of 
that county is already owned by the Federal Government as part of the 
Monongahela National Forest and not subject to taxation. All we 
get there is 25 percent of the net proceeds of the sale of timber off the 
forest as a reimbursement to the State. But it is in no way adequate. 

You can understand why I am thinking of the difficulty that may 
develop in this district due to the fact that the Government already 
owns 54 percent of the area of the county, the land area of the county, 
in part of the national forest. You take and flood a sizable section 
of what is left and there is not too much left there to raise taxes in. 

Mr. Derruick. This would not affect adversely—— 

Mr. Littywuire. There is section 2 of the law; in addition to the 
payments under section 3, if 10 percent of the remaining assessed 
valuation is taken away by flooding, a district may well be eligible 
under section 2 to compensate for that loss of the land and then in 
addition would be eligible for the regular formula payment because of 
increased number of children. 

Mr. Barer. Mr. Lafore, do you have any comments? 

Mr. Larore. I would like to say that I think Commissioner Derthick 
has built a very good case for his amendments. I am remembering 
the conan’ that was raised in several areas that they covered last 
year. I would not want to go on record as saying how I think, what 
the outcome will be. But I still feel the case has been well laid. I 
om particularly interested in hearing the pronunciation of that town 
in Texas. 
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Mr. Derruick. Mr. Chairman, I learned a new word. 

Mr. Battxy. Mr. Brademas, do you have any additional questions? 

Mr. Brapemas. Mr. Chairman, I was interested to hear you say that 
we have enough headaches in this entire area without creating some 
more. 

I was just calculating, Mr. Derthick, the cost in headaches to my 
State of the proposal here today. I notice, for example, with respect 
to Public Law 874 that the cut in aid to education under this program 
in fiscal 1960 nationally would be 28.7 percent, but in the State of 
Indiana it comes to 49.1 percent. And to make a similar comparison 
in respect to Public Law 815, the percentage cut under your proposal 
nationally would be 23.3 percent, but the State of Indiana would suffer 
more than any other State in the Union, 65.9 percent. Under your 
proposal, therefore, Indiana would suffer a cut of nearly two-thirds in 
the instance of Public Law 815 and a cut of nearly one-half in the case 
of Public Law 874. This would come to a grand total in fiscal 1960 of 
about a million dollars’ loss to the State of Indiana. 

We have had considerable headaches in the State of Indiana with 
respect to education over the past several years, one symbolized by the 
former Senator from our State, Senator Jenner. We got rid of one 
headache to education in Indiana. 

And I am therefore distressed to see another headache come up, 
which is what this kind of proposal represents. At least to speak 
for my own State, I think your proposal would obviously mean a ter- 
rific burden on school districts that are already heavily pressed. 

My remarks are not in the nature of a question, as I am sure you 
will appreciate, but an observation. 

I do have just one question, Mr. Chairman. It is with respect to 
the problem of Federal control. As I understand it, under these two 
laws Federal moneys are provided which do go to help pay for teacher 
salaries and for textbooks as well. Is that not true? 

Mr. Derruick. Yes. 

Mr. Brapemas. I wonder if the question of Federal control has ever 
come up? I do not know the answer. And I would be very inter- 
ested to know. 

Mr. Derrick. I am glad to say, Mr. Brademas, that the question 
has not come up. On the contrary, there was a doctorate study done 
up at Teachers College, Columbia University, investigating to deter- 
mine whether there had been any semblance of Federal control in the 
administration of these laws throughout the United States; and the 
conclusion was impressive and complete, that there has not been any 
indication in any of these approximately 4,000 school districts. 

Mr. Brapemas. That is true with respect to teachers’ salaries as 
well as with respect to school construction ? 

Mr. Derruick. With respect to the operation of both laws. 

Mr. Brapemas. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Battry. Excuse me. I am just checking over what you are 
going to do with West Virginia. 

Mr. Brapemas. In that case, Mr. Chairman, I will violate your in- 
junction against discussion of H. R. 22 by saying that I am delighted 
to learn that under the administration of Public Laws 815 and 874 
that the fact that the Federal Government provides Federal funds 
for teachers’ salaries has not given rise to any serious allegations of 
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Federal control of education. I hope you will not mind if I violated 
what you said to that extent. 

Mr. Batter. I will allow you to make that point. 

Mr. Larore. Will the gentleman yield? And I do not want to 
prolong this. I will be the first to realize the guidelines are consid- 
erably different under these acts than under the proposed H.R. 22. 

Mr. Baitey. I notice here that under Public Law 874 some three 
or four projects are eligible in the State of West Virginia. For a 
long time they only had one single project eligible, and we still only 
have—under Public Law 815. But I do notice the State of West Vir- 
ginia received $143,974. You are proposing under your amendment 
you will cut that back to $56,575 or 60.5 percent. 

Mr. Derruick. That is true, Mr. Chairman. 

I did not respond to Mr. Brademas’ observation of a while ago. I 
do not want to go out of my way to engage in debate with such a 
skilled debater. But I can only make this comment, that once, of 
course, having been a schoolteacher, I am anxious to see schools have 
adequate support. I dislike to see money withdrawn from schools; 
but in this case we are operating on principle and the money really 
does not go to the State. It is expended in Indiana, and it does not 
go to all the school districts of Indiana but only to those districts 
meeting the requirements. I think really the point is that, as a matter 
of equity, if school districts get money that under principle they 
really are not entitled to in comparison to other school districts, it 
does not put the program on a sound basis. And if I was a superin- 
tendent in a district and in the operation of our school budget certain 
schools had an advantage that could not really be justified in taking 
money away from that school, I would regret to do that, but I be- 
lieve it would be on a sounder basis in a long run in school support 
if the money was allocated in accordance with principle. 

That is a general reaction to your observation. 

Mr. Brapemas. I shall restrain myself, Mr. Chairman. But I un- 
derstand the objective underlying your proposal, Dr. Derthick. I 
think there may well be a conflict of principles here rather than a 
quarrel with the substance or internal logic of your statement, That 
is another matter. 

What I have been concerned about is this: If it is true to say that 
we need more Federal aid to education, how can we justify this pro- 
posal which would cut Federal aid to education? In other words, 
there is another principle against which I think yours can legitimately 
be matched. 

Mr. Derruick. Yes. 

Mr. Battery. Doctor, assuming that we were talking yesterday 
about a compromise, suppose such a compromise was worked out and 
we took the administration’s proposal for paying 50 percent of the 
bond issue, or the bond carrying charges on bonds, 50 percent by the 
State and 50 percent by the Federal Government. What would that 
do? That would not be the grounds for eliminating Public Laws 
815 and 874? 

Mr. Derruick. No, sir. 

Mr. Battey. What if we made a direct grant like that proposed in 
H.R. 22% There, if that legislation was approved and made eligible for 
the 4-year program, the total amount of money available would con- 
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struct all of your classrooms in your backlog. After 4 years’ time 
you would have your construction problem settled to a point where 
you might eliminate the provisions of Public Law 815. 

Mr. Littywarre. No. 

Mr. Derruick. I could not predict that far ahead, except you 
would still have the principle that if you have children of parents 
who live on and work on Federal properties, there is a special obliga- 
tion in addition to any other obligation that the Federal Government 
may assume to support those children in their school systems. In our 
testimony we indicate or recognize that Congress has really made that 
a permanent policy. 

Mr. Batrry. That is true of your own basic category of “A” pupil. 
There is still considerable diversity of opinion as to the time when the 
Government might want to consider dropping out of the field in cate- 
gories “B” and “C.” You understand what I am talking about, do 
you not? 

Mr. Dertuick. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batter. The category that is causing the expenditure of most 
ef your money under this program, until such time as there is some 
Federal assistance of some kind it is going to be rather difficult to cur- 
tail this program too much without creating rather emergency situa- 
tions in a lot of school districts. 

Until we can see the end of our defense program, where we would 
not be continuing a hectic race for armaments that we are engaged in, 
in every Congress, as far as I see it, until there is some settlement made 
of this and we continue in our arms race, there is going to be the pos- 
sibility of a $40 billion budget for defense. That means you are go- 
ing to continue this impact. 

Can you foresee that ? 

Mr. Derruicx. I am sure of that, Mr. Chairman. Yet, while, as 

ou have observed, we are pretty proud of this program and we think 
it has done a great deal of good, it does give a good deal of pause for 
anxiety about the program itself, when we have such amendments, for 
example, as this one which continues a school district at the full meas- 
ure of its entitlement a year after it drops down from eligibility and 
then on a 50 percent basis continues it a second year. I think we are 
on shakey ground with such extensions as that, which I cite as an 
example. 

I believe that these modifications we propose will strengthen a very 
good program and a very sound program. 

Mr. Batey. You cannot discontinue those programs overnight 
without causing inconvenience to districts; the local school authori- 
ties would have to have time to adjust their fiscal affairs. You just 
cannot desert them overnight. 

Mr. Derruick. That is right. 

Mr. Barry. Because there the Government responsibility is like 
- quotation from Shakespeare: “The evil that men do lives after 
them. 

Mr. Derruick. That is why we propose that no system would be 
— than 3 percent in this first year, allowing an adjustment 

riod. 
bes Battey. Iam sure that might not bea long enough period. 

However, the committee appreciates your appearance here, and you 
have brought to the attention of the committee and to the chairman 
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some points that might well be given serious considerations by the 
committee in offering corrections. 

However, again the Chair would like to leave the thought that if 
we could see an administration-backed program of taking care of the 
school construction problems we have in the nation, we could adjust 
this program without too much difficulty. 

Mr. Derruick. Mr. Chairman, I want to say again how much we 
appreciate the opportunity to present this testimony for the considera- 
tion of your committee. I cannot resist saying to you, as I say to 
others, that we look upon your committee as our board of education. 
Iam accustomed to working with the board of education, and we feel 
like we are your partners and you are our partners. 

Mr. Bartey. Well, the relationship between the Department and 
this subcommittee has been a healthy one: it has been one of coopera- 
tion. We have accomplished a lot of things. 

Mr. Derruick. We certainly have. 

Mr. Batter. We can accomplish others if we continue to work to- 
gether. 
~ The committee is composed of men whose major interest is the wel- 
fare of the boys and girls of this country, and we are not asking too 
much when we ask that some of this great wealth that we are produc- 
ing during this period of great prosperity, that now is the time to take 
care of some of these problems. We are doing it, you know, abroad, 
and if we have the money to do that, we have the money to do some of 
it here. I am hopeful that the American people will be aroused of 
the fact that we have need to do those things here. Then if we have 
anything left, we can do it some other place. 

Mr. Larorr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Battery. Let me say to the interested people, and I see some of 
them here as they were in attendance at yesterday’s meeting, who are 
concerned about the proposals contained in the administration’s pro- 
posed new legislation, that you will be given ample opportunity to be 
heard. The members of this subcommittee will be compelled for at 
least 2 weeks or maybe more to attend these executive sessions of the 
full committee in attempting to write labor legislation. It may be as 
much as 2 weeks or even 3 before dates are set to hear the people who 
are opposed to this legislation. 

May I suggest to you to keep in touch with Mr. McCord here, a mem- 
ber of this staff. He will advise you what dates will be made avail- 
able for the hearings. 

May I ask the Department if someone will be available when the 
committee does give consideration to this, someone will be available 
to sit in and talk over these ? 

Mr. Dertuick. Yes, sir. We shall be glad at any time, Mr. Chair- 
man, to give whatever help the committee wants. We will be ready 
on your call. 

Mr. Batmtey. Thank you, and the committee will then stand in re- 
cess subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, the subcommittee recessed at 11:20 a.m., subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 
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TUESDAY, JULY 28, 1959 


House or RepreseNnTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL EDUCATION OF THE 
CommMirree oN Epucarion anp Lapor. 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 429, Old House Office 
Building, Hon. Cleveland M. Bailey (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Mr. Battery. The subcommittee will be in order. 

The committee is reconvened this morning to resume hearings on 
the proposal of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to make major changes in existing Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Some weeks ago, the Department was heard on the proposal, and 
we announced at that time that we would give interested school dis- 
tricts and members of Congress an opportunity to present their case 
before the subcommittee. 

We are ready now for a resumption of those hearings, and we have 
as our first witness Mr. L. L. Woodruff, County Superintendent of 
Schools of Des Moines County, Burlington, Iowa. 

This gentleman is anxious to catch a plane back home so we are 
giving him the opportunity of having him as our first witness this 
morning. 

You may further identify yourself to the reporter and proceed with 
your presentation. 


STATEMENT OF L. L. WOODRUFF, BURLINGTON, IOWA 


Mr. Wooprurr. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I am L. L. Woodruff, County Superintendent of Schools of Des 
Moines County, Burlington, Iowa. 

I want to thank you for taking time during this busy session to 
consider the Federal responsibility to the several school districts 
throughout the United States and territories. I also wish to express 
appreciation to the people who have made possible the Federal assist- 
ance, both in the matter of providing buildings and funds for the 
maintenance and operations of the schools. 

I am here to represent the 26 school districts in Iowa that receive 
assistance from the provisions of Public Laws 815 and 874. 
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The list of the school districts in Iowa that presently participate 
in this program are as follows: 


PUBLIC LAW 815 
Sergeant Bluff-Luton Community School District, Woodbury 
PUBLIC LAW 874 


Bettendorf Community School District, Scott 

Blue Grass Community School District, Scott 

Buffalo Independent District No. 1, Scott 

Burlington Community School District, Des Moines 
Dallas Consolidated School District, Marion 

Danville Community School District, Des Moines 
Davenport Township School District, Scott 

Denmark Township School District, Lee 

Fee Rural Independent School District, Marion 
Independent School District of West Burlington, Des Moines 
Knoxville Community School District, Marion 

LeClaire Independent School District, Scott 

LeClaire Township School District, Scott 

Melcher Independent School District, Marion 

Middletown Independent School District No. 9, Des Moines 
Mt. Pleasant Independent School District, Henry 

New London Community School District, Henry 
Pleasantville Community School District, Marion 
Rockingham Township School District, Scott 

Sabula Consolidated School District, Jackson 

Salix Consolidated School District, Woodbury 

Tama Independent School District, Tama 

Tama No. 5 Independent School District, Des Moines 

Twin Cedars Community School District (Bussey), Marion 

I am especially concerned with the welfare of the five districts in 
Des Moines County, namely, Burlington Community District, Middle- 
town Independent District, Danville Community District, West Bur- 
lington Independent District, and Tama No. 5 Independent District. 

The proposed reduction of reimbursement for the school districts 
in the State of Iowa under Public Law 874 without notice for the 
1959-60 school year will cause an unexpected hardship. In Iowa 
school budgets are established early in July. Budget hearings are 
held after official notice has been published of a budget hearing and, 
after hearing objections, if any, the budget is adopted. I am sure 
that all the budgets in Iowa in the affected districts have been adopted 
with the assumption that reimbursement under Public Law 874 may be 
expected at the same rate that existed for the present year. 

The districts in Iowa most affected by Public Law 874 are Middle- 
town Independent in Des Moines County where the Iowa Ordnance 
Plant is located, Sergeant Bluff in Woodbury County where the Sioux 
City Airbase is located, and the Ames Public School System in Story 
County where the Animal Disease Research Laboratory is being built 
and also the Atomic Energy Building. 

The last two mentioned are especially in need of assistance under 
Public Law 815. And in the case of Sergeant Bluff, resources of the 
school district would not permit a bond issue the size that would be 
necessary. I cannot agree with previous testimony regarding the ben- 
efits to a school district of tax free Federal installations in an ad- 
joining district especially when the school facilities that exist are 
expected to accommodate the children of the people who build the 
plant and also the children of the people who operate the plant. 
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The effect of sudden impact is still very real in Iowa. As an ex- 
ample, a house could be built early in 1959 and not appear on the tax 
rolls until January 1, 1960, and taxes on this home would not be col- 
lectible until 1961. In the case of trailer homes, the maximum col- 
lected is $3 per month and only one-half of that goes to the school 
fund. 

I am quoting from a communication from Mr. James C. Harris, 
superintendent of schools of the Sergeant Bluff-Luton Community 
School District: 

The loss under 815 would have required a bond issue vote and if it passed the 
cost would have raised taxes 4144 mills. We could not have voted the bond issue 
because it would have been beyond the legal limit. The district, I am sure, 
would not vote it in. It is the stated opinion of the board that if the airbase 
children from the Sioux City Airbase do not bring in adequate finances, the 
board will refuse to educate the children. 

I would like also to quote from a communication from Mr. Walter L. 
Hetzel, superintendent of the Ames Public Schools, Ames, Iowa: 

In 1957-58 we had 187 federally related students enrolled for which we re- 
ceived from the Federal Government $22,376.85 out of a total budget of 
$1,196,451.68. 

During the current school year 1958-59, our federally related enrollment has 
risen to 291 which is 104 more than a year ago. I do not know how much we 
will receive for these federally related students. Our total budget for the cur- 
rent year is about $1,478,304. 

We estimate that we will have a federally related enrollment of 
458 by June 1960. We now have an application for project assistance 
under Public Law 815 for a total amount of $330,000 to help us with 
our school construction problem. 

As you doubtlessly know, the Federal Government is constructin 
a $16 million animal disease research laboratory here. Next wee 
bids will be opened to construct an additional $1,900,000 atomic energy 
building. These two projects will undoubtedly cause a marked 
growth in our federally related students. The $16 million animal 
disease research laboratory is located just outside our school district 
on the edge of the city. If the proposed amendments to Public Law 
815 and 874 are to be enacted, it is clear that we would be rather ad- 
versely affected. The existing atomic energy and hog cholera control 
operation that are within our district, together with the expansion of 
atomic energy likewise within the district, will also affect us adversely. 

You are familiar, I am sure, with the effort that was made in the 
Iowa Legislature to get the State of Iowa to recognize the impact that 
State activities have on our school district. While this came close to 
a measure of success, no helpful legislation was enacted. If the Fed- 
eral Government amends Public Laws 874 and 815, I shall know how 
Caesar felt when he said, “Et tu, Brute.” 

Following is a quotation from Mr. Millard Z. Pond, superintendent 
of the Burlington Community School District : 

Burlington maintains a high quality educational program, the operating 
budget of which was $1,937,681.69 for the 1957-58 school year. During this 
Same school year we received $83,278 in Public Law 874 payments, based on 
631 qualified children. The elimination of the Public Law 874 payments in 
that year would have cost our taxpayers nearly 21% mills. It seems but fair 
that overburdened property taxpayers should not have to absorb the cost of 


additional services resulting from the presence of the Federal projects. More- 
over, gradually increasing school enrollments will cause the Burlington School 
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District to add classroom space to its physical plant. A number of these class- 
rooms will be occupied by the children whose parents work on Federal property, 

In closing I would again like to point out any reduction on the 
formula at this time would be very unfair to the affected districts. 
As mentioned before, the budgets have been established and hearings 
held and budgets adopted. I am hoping that this committee will see 
fit to continue the reimbursement on the present basis, at least for 
the coming year. Should it be decided that reductions are necessary, 
I would suggest that it be on a gradual basis and that the affected 
districts be fully notified at least 1 or 2 years before the reductions 
occur. 

Again I wish to thank you for this opportunity to appear before 
this committee and for your patience in hearing this testimony. 

Mr. Battey. The Chair wants to commend you for your forthright 
and factual statement. 

Mr. Brademas, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Brapemas. I should only like also to congratulate Mr. Wood- 
ruff on this excellent statement. 

Mr. Batrey. Mr. Lafore? 

Mr. Larore. I would like to associate myself with my colleagues in 
thanking Mr. Woodruff. 

I would also like to ask one question. 

I see both in your starting remarks and in your summation that 
ou seem to feel it is possible to do this if it is done on a gradual 
asis, yet your arguments are very strong for not doing it at all. 

If you have reached the debt limit and cannot issue amy more bonds, 
and so forth, how can it be done under any basis, whether it be on a 
reduced period over a long time or whether it is done this year? 

I can understand the budget situation. Suppose it went into effect 
in a year or two? How can it be done? 

Mr. Wooprurr. There are three different categories. I think re- 
ductions where the people live and work on Federal property is not 
contemplated. That is as I understand it. 

Where the people live off the base and work on the base, then they 
come in a considerable number, and many of them live in trailers. 
In Iowa we get only $1.50 a month, no matter how many children are 
in the trailer. 

Mr. Larore. Is that a State law? 

Mr. Wooprurr. Yes, sir. It has nothing to do with the Federal 
Government. 

However, if the people are notified in advance, I suppose it is pos- 
sible to strengthen your credit ordinances. In the county it is rather 
difficult though the cities can do it. 

We have in our county one small rural district where a great many 
people have moved into rather low cost housing where the return from 
taxation is very meager. That district receives reimbursement under 
874, in a category where people work on a Federal installation but do 
not live there, and their mill rate is very, very high. 

If you removed the Federal reimbursement, then it would almost 
be a calamity, it would be a calamity, for this little school, because the 
valuation for each child is very, very low. 

I think that is typical throughout the United States. I know it is 
so in our particular district. 





ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 57 


[ should think if any reductions of people who work on the Federal 
property and do not live there should Se made, the school district 
should be advised at least 1 or 2 years in advance of a gradual reduc- 
tion, and whatever adjustments can be made in regulations could be 
developed in time. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you, Mr. Woodruff. The committee appre- 
ciates your presence here and your interest in this matter, 

Mr. Wooprurr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Battery. Our next witness will be the Honorable Charles M. 
Teague. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN CHARLES M. TEAGUE 


Mr. Treacur. I will be very brief, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Congressman 
Charles Teague of the 13th Congressional District in California. 

Mr. Battey. Proceed, Mr. Teague. 

Mr. Tracur. I have with me a letter received yesterday from the 
business manager of the Monterey Public School System, Monterey 
County, Calif. 

This letter was written to me at my suggestion after I learned that 
two or three members of the Monterey School System—the business 
manager, the superintendent, and possibly a member of the board—had 
planned to come back here and testify on this subject. 

I suggested that I felt that was not necessary, and if they would 
send me this letter I would present it to the committee in their behalf. 

With your permission I would like to read a section of this letter. 


It is only two paragraphs long. It summarizes very well the opposi- 
tion of my school people. 

I have about 56 or 57 school districts which would be affected by 
these proposed changes. 

With your permission I will read this brief letter. 

Mr. Batter. You may proceed. 

Mr. Treacur (reading) : 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN TEAGUE: The new legislation as proposed would have a 
serious effect upon the educational standards of the Monterey District. Particu- 
larly important is the amendment proposed for 3—B pupils, allowing only 40 per- 
cent of allocation instead of 50 percent. In the Monterey City School District 
this would mean a loss of approximately $45,000, and in the high school district 
a figure of $22,000. These figures are based on the 1958-59 income. The loss in 
terms of a tax to replace it would be an 8'4-cent tax for the city district and a 
4-cent tax on the high school district. 

With the taxpayers being burdened as they are at the present time it would 
be difficult or impossible to ask the taxpayers to alleviate this loss in income. 

I won’t go into all the arguments as to why we feel that the Federal income 
that we received is not a gift or a grant but is earned by the district. We de 
not consider this fund in lieu of taxes but merely the payment of funds to edu- 
cate those who are federally connected. The existence of Federal installations 
within the school district takes thousands and thousands of acres off the tax 
rolls and brings 54 percent of the children in our schools for us to educate. 

The burden on the local taxpayer is almost impossible to measure— 


Mr. Battry. Am I to understand that 54 percent of your total en- 
rollment are federally impacted ? 

Mr. Tracur. That is true, in the Monterey Public School System 
for whom this letter is submitted. It is not that high throughout my 
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district but this includes Fort Ord, the Army Language School and 
two Navy installations. 

Of this 54 percent I think I can say that at least 75 percent, perhaps 
higher, are children of the military rather than civilian employees. 

Mr. Battery. You may proceed. 

Mr. TeacuE (reading) : 

The burden on the local taxpayer is almost impossible to measure, but cer- 
tainly it is hard to conceive that the Federal student pays his own way. Any 
change in Public Law 874 or 815 would be to the detriment of the pupil as well 
as an unearned hardship on the taxpayer. These laws have operated most 
efficiently, and while many times we feel it is not sufficient they have served a 
definite need for the education of the youth throughout the United States. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Battery. Any questions of the gentleman from California? 

Mr. Larore. I did not understand one thing. Are there 50 plus 
school districts affected ? 

Mr. Tracue. 56 or 58 school districts. 

Mr. Larore. Affected by the proposed changes? 

Mr. Teacus. I am not positive I am correct on that, but 56, 57, or 
58 school districts participating in either of these programs. 

Mr. Larore. A total of how many approximately? Do they all 
participate ? 

Mr. Teacue. Yes. 

Mr. Larore. That is the total, then ? 

Mr. Tracue. The total which participate under 815 of 874. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you very much, Congressman Teague. 

Mr. Treacur. Of course, I have many more school districts than that 
in my congressional district. 

Mr. Larore. How many do you have? 

Mr. Teacur. Perhaps 300. 

Mr. Larore. Thank you. 

Mr. Battry. The next witness will be our distinguished colleague, 
the Honorable John F. Baldwin, also a Member of Congress from 
California. 

You may identify yourself to the reporter, and give us your view- 
points on this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN F. BALDWIN 


Mr. Batpwry. My name is John Baldwin, representing the Sixth 
District of California. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate 
the opportunity to appear before you, as I have on a number of pre- 
vious occasions on this general issue. 

I am appearing in opposition to H.R. 7140, Mr. Chairman, and feel 
very strongly that this is a most inappropriate piece of legislation at 
this time when both the administration and Congress are considering 
additional legislation dealing with aid to education. 

The administration has submitted a proposal to Congress to provide 
additional assistance to school districts, and this is an inappropriate 
time to consider seriously, at least—I am not saying there should not 
be hearings upon it and I appreciate the opportunity that the chair- 
man and the subcommittee have given to those of us who want to 
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appear—but it would be a most inappropriate time to pass such a bill 
as this in my opinion. 

I would like to quote a couple of figures. I have one county in my 
two-county district, one is practically completely military. 

In that county there is Travis Air Force Base, 13,000 military and 
civilians. 

The second is Mare Island Naval Shipyard, 9,900 civilians. 

Third we have Benicia with 2,800 civilians. There is not a source 
of industrial employment except for those 3 which has more than 
300 workers. The largest industry in the whole county has 300 people 
whereas these 3 installations have a payroll of 13,000, 9,900, and 
2,800, respectively 

It happens that the town in which these civilians and military 
people live are sort of all betwixt and between. 

Vallejo and Mare Island are in between and near Benicia. Many 
of the workers living in Benicia work at Vallejo. 

Many of the workers living at Vallejo work at Benicia and Mare 
Island. 

This bill would bar assistance to the school districts involved just 
because the people living in one area happen to work in the Federal 
installation of the other. 

The principle of this bill is fallacious, it seems to me, because even 
though the people may work in an installation in a different school 
district, nevertheless the residential community in the school district 
is not representative when the main source of employment is by nearby 
Federal installations. It therefore seems to me that the principles 
here in this bill is basically incorrect. 

The city of Vallejo, for example, with Mare Island Naval Shipyard, 
although it has a population of perhaps 70,000 or so—the fact there 
are almost 10,000 people working in Mare Island Shipyard means the 
main source of employment is there. 

Even though some of the people living in the community of Vallejo 
work in other surrounding installations, the imbalance in Vallejo is 
primarily in the Federal installations all the way around. 

If we barred that schoo] district from relief just because people hap- 
pen to live there and work in other bases, I think it would be com- 
pletely unfair. 

Here are the statistics I would like to show in the way of a quotation. 

In the Vallejo unified school district, 43 percent of the children are 
from federally impacted families. Only 10 percent of the budget 
comes from the Federal Government today—that is, under the existing 
Public Law 874. 

Forty-three percnt of the children are from federally impacted 
families. They live on private property but work on a Federal in- 
stallation. 

Mr. Battery. Would the gentleman want the committee to under- 
stand that the taxpayers of this particular district are bearing the 
major portion of the load of educating these people? 

Mr. Batpwin. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me give you a second example to indicate the imbalance that now 
exists. 

I have a school district, the Crystal Union School District, the major 
part of Travis Air Force Base being there. Eighty-seven percent of 








60 ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


the youngsters in that school are federally impacted. They come from 
families that both live and work at the base, so they would not be 
affected by this bill. But I want to show you this imbalance—that 
school district receives only 43 percent of its funds from the Federal 
Government, although 87 percent of the youngsters come from the 
base and are fully 100 percent impacted. They live on the base and 
their people work on the base, but the Federal Government, which 
is putting 87 percent of the youngsters into that school is paying only 
43 percent of the cost of that school. 

The imbalance is vividly illustrated with that and also illustrated in 
the city of Vallejo with the half credit situation where 43 percent of 
the families are federally impacted and the city gets only 10 percent 
of its funds from Fderal sources under existing Public Law 874. 

Mr. Upauu. I am very much interested in this because the discussion 
we had earlier with th Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
and some of his aids, while they were attempting to say that the pres- 
ent system was inequitable in that the Federal Government was paying 
out too much money, here our colleague makes, I think, very effec- 
tively, the case where actually the present system has very serious in- 
equities with regard to providing the relief that should be provided. 

Is that correct ? 

Mr. Batpwin. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Upatx. This seems to me, from my own experience in my area, 
to be the case. I am glad to have it supported by my colleague from 
California in such convincing fashion today. 

Mr. Batpwin. I appreciate your comment, Mr. Udall. In the city 
of Vallejo, with 45 percent of the families being Federal impact, 
mainly half credit families, if they were just getting a fair renumera- 
tion on a half credit basis the Federal Government should be paying 
2114 percent of the school operation—one-half of the 43. We are 
paying only 10 percent today under the existing Public Law 874. 

Yet Public Law 7140 would propose a lessening of that 10 percent. 
That is why I feel very strongly on this issue. 

Mr. Upatt. If it were not for the fact that your State has a strong 
system of State aid, the localities here under these circumstances, the 
local school districts, would be very hard put to carry on any signifi- 
cant system of public education; would they not? 

Mr. Batpwrn. That is correct. Let me cite to you what the city 
of Vallejo already has had to do. ; 

First of all, despite the State law which sets a maximum tax limit, 
they have had to put-a special issue before the people, which they 
passed, to increase maximum tax rate by 50 percent above the maxi- 
mum rate of the State law, so they are already taxing themselves 50 
percent above the maximum rate of the State law. 

Yet they get $30 per student less than other comparable school 
districts right now in their total available funds for expenditure from 
all sources. Salaries of their employees are from 5 to 10 percent 
lower than those of other comparable districts in the State. That is 
under the existing situation, let alone what it would be under H.R. 
7140, which would propose a further cut. 

That is why, Mr. Chairman, I think that H.R. 7140 is untimely. It 
does not give recognition of the realities of the situation, and I hope 
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very much, Mr. Chairman, that your subcommittee will in your wis- 
dom determine that the bill should not be approved. 

Mr. Batrey. Further questions? 

Mr. Upatx. I want to again commend our colleague for his very 
forceful statement here this morning. 

It is this type of gathering of facts and specific instances that I 
think really illuminates this problem. 

Some of the people in the Department, it seems to me, have sat in 
armchairs and attempted to theorize about this. They have not dealt 
with the actual facts in specific school districts, which our colleague 
has brought forth here this morning. 

[ want him to know that for my own part, and as borne out by the 
bill we passed last year, which in some respects liberalized the existing 
law, it has been my feeling right along that rather than the law being 
too liberal, there are too many school] districts in a situation such as 
you have described, where activities of the Federal Government are 
making it extremely difficult for the local people to carry on public 
education. Without the type of aid they are now getting, their ef- 
forts would be even further curtailed. 

I particularly appreciate this presentation. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Larore. I have no questions. I thank my colleague from Cal- 
ifornia for his presentation. 

Mr. Batpwry. Thank you. 

Mr. Brapemas. I just want to say that after having heard the very 
weak and unconvincing arguments in support of this proposal by 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, I am gratified to 
have the convincing and very effectively presented arguments of the 
gentleman from California. 

Although I have been in Congress only a few months, I already 
have come to acquire great respect for the integrity and fairminded- 
ness of his presentations before this committee. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you, Mr. Brademas. 

Mr. Barter. Thank you, Mr. Baldwin. 

The committee now will hear from Mr. John Fitzpatrick, superin- 
tendent of schools, Chicopee, Mass. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN FITZPATRICK 


Mr. Frrzparrick. I am John L. Fitzpatrick, representing the Mas- 
Scnyan Superintendents Association and the city of Chicopee, 
LASS. 

I am honored to have been accorded the privilege to present our 
thoughts in opposing the proposed amendments to Public Laws 874 
and 815 as presented by Arthur S. Fleming, Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare on June 9, 1959. 

We have 135 districts in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts who 
are benefiting in one way or another under Public Laws 874 and 815 
and who will be hurt under these proposed amendments. The prob- 
lem of the city of Chicopee typifies to some extent the impact of this 
legislation on the finances of the average community. 

In 1939, the United States filed a petition for the condemnation 
and a declaration of taking on land situated in Chicopee for the 
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yrapere of construction of an airfield now known as Westover Air 
orce Base. This land taking comprised of 3,140 acres of land with 
the buildings thereon, or an area of approximately 5 square miles, 
The taking of this land resulted in reducing the water supply that 
necessitated an expenditure by the city of Chicopee of $2 million to 
replace our then existent supply with water from Quabin Reservoir, 
owned and operated by the Metropolitan District Commission. 

Since 1947, the impact of federally connected children in our schools 
as a result of increased activities on this Westover Air Force Base 
resulted in an increase from 80 pupils to 2,077 in 1959 in the follow- 
ing categories: 3(a), 1,057 and 3(b), 1,020. Our overall school en- 
rollment has increased from 4,650 in 1947 to 9,200 in June of 1959, 
Our budget for the operation and maintenance of schools increased 
from $850,000 in 1947 to $2,841,730.85, for the year of 1959. Approx- 
imately 68 percent of the revenue from the support of schools comes 
from the real estate taxes. Our tax rate in the last 3 years has in- 
creased from $56 per thousand in 1957 to $70 per thousand in 1959, 

Mr. Bartey. Is that the school rate alone? 

Mr. Frrzpatrick. Overall tax rate and the school rate runs about 
38 to 40 percent of the total tax dollar. 

Mr. Baixey. Total tax bill, then, is approximately $75 ? 

Mr. Frrzparrick. Seventy dollars per thousand. 

Mr. Batrey. That is getting rather confiscatory, is it not ? 

Mr. Frrzpatricx. That is right. 

Over 3,000 new homes have been built in the city of Chicopee within 
the past 10 years. Fifty percent of these homes have been purchased 
by personnel connected with the Federal installation. Our census 
shows 1.9 children per family, with 1.5 children of school age. 

Real estate tax revenue from these homes averages $220. The cost 
of educating children from local taxation is approximately $252. As 
ie can see, these new homes result in new problems. We have been 

uilding a new school each year for the past 5 years. We have half- 
day sessions. We have been using auditoriums, basements, and other 
areas to endeavor to educate the children in our city. We have three 
new schools in various planning stages at the present time. One isa 
comprehensive high school and two elementary schools for a total cost 
of approximately $5 million. In addition to this need for schools, we 
have a health problem. The city has been warned of court action by 
the State department of public health to erect an interceptor sewer 
to eliminate pollution in the Chicopee and Connecticut Rivers at a 
eost of $414 million. This problem is a direct result of the impact of 
Federal activity in the city of Chicopee. These are but a few of the 
problems of an extreme financial nature that is confronting this ex- 
panding community. 

The borrowing capacity within the debt limit in the city of Chicopee 
is $1,750,000. The actual inside limit due to the bonds for roads, 
sewers, mains, et cetera, has reduced this amount to $803,000. In addi- 
tion to this, the city has a bond indebtedness of $4,093,500 outside the 
debt limit. 

You can readily see with the need of additional $5 million outside 
the debt limit for schools to educate the children in this community 
together with an additional $5 million for an interceptor sewer to 
eliminate the pollution caused by this increased population that the 
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community is confronted with an almost insurmountable financial 
crisis. These amendments in some instances will have reduced our 
income from 10 to 75 percent in certain categories. The people in our 
community have constantly faced the responsibility of providing an 
education in keeping with our responsibility to future generations. 

You can readily see that our problem is a serious one and one that 
could be more acute with loss in revenue for the operation and mainte- 
nance of our schools and assistance in constructing new schools. 

Mr. Barter. How much do you get from the Federal Government ? 

Mr. FrrzpatricK. About 16 percent. Out of $3 million we received 
$392,000 under Public Law 874. 

On the rest we received approximately one-sixth with the subdivi- 
sion of corporation taxes due to the fact we are one of the poorest 
cities in the Commonwealth, and the rest is made up of real estate 
taxes. 

Mr. Battery. Will you again give the percentage of the real estate 
tax? 

Mr. Frrzrarrick. Sixty-eight percent real estate taxes. 

Mr. Larore. The present subsidy under these laws takes care of 
roughly, if you have the figure, of how much of the cost to educate 
the federally connected children ? 

Mr. Frrzparrick. I would say percentagewise approximately 50 
percent, 50 to 60 percent, not any more. 

Mr. Larore. Just federally connected ? 

Mr. Frrzpatrrick. That is right. 

Mr. Battery. You may proceed. 

Mr. Frrzparrick. Assistance, such as the amount we have been re- 
ceiving under all sections of Public Laws 874 and 815 have enabled 
us to maintain an educational system of a creditable nature. 

It has been recommended that children whose parents are employed 
on Federal property located in our own school district would be re- 
duced from 50 to 40 percent of the local contribution rate. It has also 
been recommended that children whose parents are employed on Fed- 
eral property which is not located in our own school district would be 
reduced from 50 to 25 percent of the local contribution rate. 

In 1922 Attorney General Barnes, of the Commonwealth of Mas- 
sachusetts, ruled that children living on Federal property were 
neither a responsibility of the State nor any subdivision thereof; con- 
sequently, there is no determination as to what constitutes a school 
district in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts with reference to 
children living with parents on Federal property. I believe other 
States have the same ruling. 

It has also been stated that property located outside a school dis- 
trict cannot be taxed by that district. In a sense this may be true. 
In the Commonwealth of Massachusetts the equalization of educa- 
tional opportunities is achieved through the medium of a distribution 
of corporation taxes collected by the division of corporations and 
taxation and distributed to local communities on the basis of their 
ability to pay. With this in mind, we in behalf of the Massachusetts 
Superintendents’ Association, the city of Chicopee, and the other 134 
communities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, respectfully re- 
quest your consideration in keeping Public Law 874 and Public Law 
815 on the books as it is now written. 
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Mr. Battery. Questions? 

Mr. Brapemas. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask this question of 
the witness. 

In view of the fact that you are receiving Federal aid, both for 
school construction and operation and maintenance, I should like 
to know if in your experience, sir, you have had any problem arise 
with respect to Federal control. 

Mr. Firzparrick. No, I have not. In fact, I cannot cite one in- 
stance where we have anything but the finest of cooperation from 
the regional representative in Boston, from Mr. Davis, Mr. Lilly- 
white, Mr. McEwan, and the other fellows. They have really extended 
negates to cooperate with us 100 percent all the way down the 
ine. 

Mr. Brapemas. This would apply with respect to the funds that 
you have received in Massachusetts that help to go toward paying 
teachers’ salaries as well ? 

Mr. Frrzpatrick. That is right. 

Mr. Brapemas. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Battery. Mr. Lafore? 

Mr. Larore. No questions. 

I would like to extend my thanks to the witness for his very persua- 
sive statement. 

Mr. Frrzparricx. Thank you. 

Mr. Bamery. The Chair would like you to clarify one point. What 
is your system in Massachusetts? The school boards are not separate 
levying bodies. Do they get an allotment from the county supervisors 
of some kind? What is your arrangement there ? 

Mr. Frrzpratrick. Each school committee is a law unto itself insofar 
as operation and maintenance of the schools is concerned. 

Mr. Battery. They levy part of the—— 

Mr. Frrzparricx. No. The tax levy, the appropriation comes from 
the board of aldermen approved by a mayor in the cities and by the 
town meetings in the towns. The law states that when the school 
committee determines the amount that shall be raised by taxation for 
the support of schools the city or town must furnish that money. It 
is not always true. 

We have a number of court cases now pending in the Supreme 
Court in Massachusetts wherein cities and towns have been cut. 

We were subjected to the same thing 3 years ago and lost a court 
case. 

Mr. Batrry. So you really do not control the situation there from 
an educational standpoint? 

Mr. Fitzpatrick. That is right. 

Mr. Battery. Quite often you run into roadblocks in the various 
districts when they are not raising the proper amounts to meet all 
the obligations or it is shifted to some other purpose other than schools 
so it makes it difficult. 

Mr. Frrzparrick. It really does. Of course, wherein you have re- 
course to the courts, it makes it very difficult to get the money in 
sufficient time to take care of your current needs, even though in most 
cases in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts they have levied a 25- 
percent penalty on the town for not raising money for the adequate 
support of schools. 
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Mr. Battey. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Larore. One more question. 

In connection with this corporate tax that you mentioned, was that 
a corporate net income tax or corporate real estate ¢ 

Mr. Frrzpatrrick. Corporate real estate, business machines, and 
things of that sort. 

Mr. Larore. And its distribution is based, you said, on a formula 
of need ? 

Mr. Frrzparrick. On a formula of need. 

Mr. Larore. The school purposes only ? 

Mr. Frrzpatrick. Yes; State aid for schools is the name of it. It 
constitutes approximately one-sixth of our total budget. 

Mr. Larore. And the formula has a relation between revenues and 
expenditures ? 

Mr, Frirzpatrick. That is correct. 

Mr. Larore. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Frrzparrick. And the worth of the community, the wealth of 
the community. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 


STATEMENTS OF H. EDWIN CRAMER, SUPERINTENDENT, AND 
ROBERT M. HAWORTH, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF EDUCATION, 
BELLEVUE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, BELLEVUE, NEBR. 


Mr. Battey. Our next witnesses will be Mr. Edwin Cramer, super- 
intendent of schools, and Mr. Robert Haworth, Board of Education, 
Bellevue, Nebr. 

Mr. Hawortn. I am Robert Haworth, president of the School 
Board of Bellevue, Nebr. 

With me is Mr. Edwin Cramer, superintendent of schools. 

Mr. Battey. Proceed with your presentation, gentlemen. 

Mr. Cramer. I think the order we would like to use this morning is 
that I would like to present the technical point of view of the inade- 
quacies of the proposed changes to Public Laws 874 and 815; and 
Mr. Haworth, the president of our school board and a member of our 
school board for a good many years, has a layman’s point of view 
which would be interesting and noteworthy for the members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Battery. You may proceed. 

Mr. Cramer. We are very happy to have the opportunity to present 
the material in this yellow, easily identified brochure, as it pertains 
to the Bellevue schools and our needs. Our particular interest, of - 
course, is to testify in behalf of Public Laws 874 and 815. We hope 
you will see fit to recognize our needs and act upon our request. 

The board of education expresses its appreciation to you for your 
continued and untiring efforts in behalf of Public Laws 874 and 815. 
This brochure was prepared to help you to analyze the problems as 
they pertain to the Bellevue public schools, one of the federally af- 
fected areas in the United States and one of the federally affected areas 
in Nebraska. 

_ The Bellevue district joins many other school districts in commend- 
ing Congressman for their past interest in behalf of Public Laws 874 
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and 815. We hope we may warrant your favorable consideration and 
immediate action. 

The past fiscal year for the Bellevue district is rapidly drawing to 
a close and a new one is about to begin. To have this question arise at 
this time of the year is a real nuisance, if that is the word, to us. Our 
budget needs and our tax request must be submitted to the county 
board of assessors, and it is a real problem for us each year, at this 
time of the year especially, to be faced with the question of whether 
or not Federal funds will be available. 

Of course, we have had to proceed on the assumption that Federal 
funds would be available iout: very honestly, we have made our tax 
request on that basis. July 1 is the date for us to submit our request 
to the local county board for the amount of money we need to operate 
the schools in the next fiscal period. 

We should like to present testimony as it pertains to H.R. 7140. We 
think the amendment is impractical to insure an adequate educational 

rogram for the boys and girls in the Bellevue, Nebr., area. 

The Bellevue School District is located adjacent to the Offutt Air 
Force Base and the Strategic Air Command Headquarters. In fact, 
both of these Federal installations lie within the limits of the Belle- 
vue School District. 

The school district has shown considerable growth during the past 
5 years. The Federal installations are the prime reason for the con- 
tinued growth of the school enrollment. 

The Bellevue School District is basically a suburban area, lying 
adjacent to a metropolitan city. There is only a small business dis- 
trict within the school district, and no industry is found in this dis- 
trict. The major portion of our school tax must come from local prop- 
erty tax or real estate tax. 

At the present time we have a levy of 40 mills. The valuation of the 
district for tax purposes is $8,700,000. As a result, we have a bur- 
densome and almost unbearable taxload for the patrons of the school 
district. The average levy for school purposes in Nebraska is only 28 
mills. So it is evident that the levy for the patrons of the Bellevue 
School District is excessively high right now. 

All of this we feel is due to the Federal impaction which occurs be- 
cause of Federal installations. Sixty-five percent of the enrollment in 
the Bellevue schools are students who are federally connected. The 
amount of Federal funds received under Public Law 874 equals less 
than 50 percent of the operating budget. I am not presenting any- 
thing new here this morning. I have listened to the witnesses here 
this morning from other districts, and this seems to be right in line 
with the rest of the evidence which has been presented here this 
morning. 

Sixty-five percent of our enrollment are federally connected children, 
ene ne than 50 percent of the school budget comes from Federal 

unds. 

Annual increases of about 200 students, most of whom are federally 
connected, impose a real burden upon the Bellevue School District. 

Charts are found in this presentation showing the need for financial 
assistance. We have a chart on page 5 of this brochure. A chart is 
also included in connection with the increase of the number of federal- 
ly connected children as compared with the nonfederally connected 
children. A combination of * se two charts then is found on page 7. 
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I should like to say just a little bit about the effect of the administra- 
tion’s proposals. is 

During the 1958-59 school year, the Bellevue School District was 
entitled to $351,344.89. A summary of our entitlement is outlined 
for you on page 3 of our brochure, exactly how we were to get that 
amount of money. 

If the administration’s proposal had been in effect then we would 
have had the following breakdown, which you can see. I doubt it is 
necessary for me to read all those amounts. You can see clearly that 
a reduction is intended; and in our case the reduction would have 
amounted to $48,000. The loss of $43,000 can be made up in our case 
in Nebraska only by local tax levies. 

I think I may be slightly in error there in listing 4 mills. I think 
the actual increase probably would be closer to 5 mills, which would 
be an additional burden placed upon the school patrons in an already 
heavily tax-burdened area. 

The total tax in our school district represents 80 mills, incidentally. 
We have 40 mills for school purposes. We have a small levy from the 
State and county; and then the city, due to growth, sewer districts 
and orders by Federal courts saying that the pollution of the Missouri 
River can no longer exist, caused the city to increase their levy. So 
we have in our school district now a total levy of 80 mills. This num- 
ber becomes nearly fiscally impossible to ask the people to bear, we 
think. 

Mr. Battery. Certainly it does not encourage home ownership. 

Mr. Cramer. People have to have a certain amount of pride and 
faith in America, I believe, in order to continue to want to own homes 
in an area with an 80-mill levy. 

We have outlined our needs here rather briefly and quickly as they 
apply to the beys and girls living within the Bellevue School District. 
The administration’s proposal would cause us a loss of about $47,000 
next year, we think. I have stated $47,000 here, which is what it would 
have been last year. We think we will have some more growth and 
the loss would be even greater next year as a result. When you have 
more students the loss will be greater. That is how I arrived at the 
—— Again, it represent about 5 mills or a 10 percent increase in 
our levy. 

The Bellevue School District is not here today to appeal for a grant. 
We think the laws as they are at the present time are quite effective. 
We think they are inadequate at times. Especially when we have 65 
percent of our enrollment due to federally connected students and 
only 50 percent of the money coming from the Federal Government,. 
we think there is a little bit of inadequacy the way it is. 

Then to reduce it further by 10 percent and 25 percent would cer- 
tainly make the law even more inadequate. 

So if we have any kind of recommendation to make, it would cer- 
tainly not be to endorse the administration’s proposal, but to look 
realistically at the problem and have a further study made of this 
thing to show the need for increasing the Federal entitlements rather 
than decreasing them. ’ 

I believe I have taken enough time. 

Mr. Battey. Mr. Cramer, I should like to ask a question at this 
point. Nebraska is one of the States which has been more or less 
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dragging its feet in regard to not supplying an adequate State aid 
und. 


Mr. Cramer. We have not. 

Mr. Barer. That forces most of the taxes onto the local property 
owners. 

Mr. Cramer. That is correct. 

Mr. Batiey. Is there any possibility that that situation might be 
changed ? 

Mr. Cramer. At the present time the State legislature has just ad- 
journed, having completed its session. An attempt was made by vari- 
ous agencies and by various senators from Nebraska to introduce some 
kind of program for education, and it never even left committee. It 
seems to be an impossible situation in the State of Nebraska. I do not 
know the complete answer to that question. That is the way it is in 
Nebraska. 

We realize we are a long ways from here. It is an entirely different 
situation from States which do provide State aid. We have none. 

You have asked the question, Will this change? I know it will not 
change within the next 2 years, because the legislature will not meet 
again until 2 years hence. 

Mr. Battery. The chairman sent out a questionnaire to the several 
Governors, and we have a reply from some of them. He is rather 
pessimistic that anything might be done to change their fixed policy 
in Nebraska. 

Mr. Cramer. That is correct. 

Mr. Battery. I do not know that too many basic reasons were given 
for it, but apparently they have not gotten around to that. 

Mr. Cramer. I cannot answer, either, why we cannot have a State 
aid program. The school people have made their attempt to try to 
educate people to the need for State aid and for a broader tax base for 
a better educational program for the students in the State, but so far 
they have been very unsuccessful. 

Mr. Batter. The attitude and position of some of the States, in- 
cluding your State, is possibly one reason back of the move on the 
part of the Department to curtail expenditures on the ground that 
the States are not contributing their or I just mention that. 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, that is entirely possible. The State should be 
making some contribution. But this does not help us as long as we 
do not have it at the present time. 

Mr. Brapemas. I should like also to thank Mr. Cramer for his pres- 
entation, and to raise with him the same question I put to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts with respect to Federal control. 

Have you had any problems in that area, sir? 

Mr. Cramer. We want to say that since the law has been in effect, 
we have had the finest help from fieldmen. Mr. Smith and Mr. 
Holmes, for instance, who live in Kansas City, it seems to me have 
gone out of their way to try to be helpful in interpreting the law in 
matters of administration of the law. I would not be able to cite one 
‘single instance of one type of Federal control. That certainly is not 
a problem. 

I think the problem is simply to have enough funds, which is their 
problem, too. They cannot help us to the extent they probably would 
like to when they see the real problem that we do have in an area such 
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as Bellevue, Nebr., which is a critical thing, gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. We have no evidence of Federal control whatsoever. 

Mr. Brapemas. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Battey. Have you any questions, Mr. Lafore? 

Mr. Larore. Just one question. 

Mr. Cramer, I have listened to every witness this morning testify as 
to the high millage. I think yours is probably the highest. It seems 
very burdensome to me. Of course, we all understand that without 
knowing the relationship of assessment to true valuation, it does not 
mean very much. 

Just as a matter of personal curiosity, I was wondering what your 
basis was. 

Mr. Cramer. The theory is 35 percent of true valuation. How ac- 
curate that is, I do not know. 

Mr. Larore. It isa very difficult question. Thank you. 

Mr. Cramer. I would like Mr. Haworth to have a chance to say a 
few words. 

Mr. Battey. You may proceed. 

Mr. Haworrn. Gentlemen of the committee, I want to thank you 
for allowing us to appear here. I think Mr. Cramer has done an ex- 
cellent job of getting this material together. I have been on the school 
board for about 10 years, and have seen graduating classes of 60 stu- 
dents, but now we have an enrollment of 800 in the high school, and it 


looks as if with the Capehart deal we shall have more headaches. 
I should like to see the Government cut expenditures, but on the 
other hand, I think we are starting in the wrong spot to do it, because 


we just cannot go to the people for additional money. We have a half- 
million-dollar bond issue now which has been passed, and the people 
want better schools. We are forcing the people in our community to 
double shift, to meet in basement rooms which are not adequate for 
school children, on account of the impact of military installations. 

We have very good relationships with the base people. Of course; 
the Air Force people are coming from other parts of the country and 
have been in better schools, brandnew schools, and are accustomed to 
good education, and they cannot understand why we cannot do the 
same. 

A lady asked the other day, “Why don’t you pass another bond is- 
sue?” We are always about a year behind. We do not get paid until! 
we get the children, and that makes it a year and a half that you are 
behind in your school-building program all the time. 

Then you have to double shift. A man says, “I pay all these taxes 
and you put my kids on double shift, but the military get in.” You 
have two factions there. 

I think they have done a swell job. Most of the residents are vet- 
erans. The Martin bomber plant started Bellevue out there, and SAC 
took over. When they moved out, it was a ghost town, and everybody 
figured it would go. The majority of our townspeople are young vet- 
erans who are raising families, and I mean there are kids in that town. 
Their average age, I would say, since I have been there, is about in 
their forties. They have an awful problem trying to educate their 
children. : 

Although we do not want to beg, we feel we have it coming and we 
want to educate the children in the town the best we can. As Mr. 
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Cramer said, when you get up to 80 mills, that is about as far as we 
can go. Right now we need a new high school badly. We are getting 
it piecemeal. We do not get enough really to go out and do a job. 
The bigger building you can get, the cheaper you can get it built, 
better bids. We have to add a room here and there to try to keep up 
with the growth of the town. 

Mr. Battery. How many do you have on half-day sessions due to 
inadequate space ? 

Mr. Cramer. 300 students, 10 groups scattered around. 

Mr. Haworrn. We are getting Capehart in. They paid us on the 
basis of 400 families, 400 homes. Tuey figured on the basis of 0.9 to 
1.0 children to a family. I have not seen any come in yet who do not 
have three or four. 

Now we shall have 600 homes, they tell us. Now it is raised again, 
isitnot? They are building homes like mad, and they will fill them up 
as quickly as they get them built. That is another problem. They are 
in our district, too, although they are not building in Bellevue. They 
will be on a different basis, again. 

It really puts the squeeze on us. We hope that the committee will 
see our need. 

We thank you for being able to appear here. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Battzy. Thank you, Mr. Haworth. 

Mr. Brapemas. Mr. Chairman, I want to say I think Mr. Haworth 
has very eloquently summed up the reasons why this proposal is not a 
wise one. 

Mr. Larore. I have no questions. 

Mr. Banzy. Thank you, gentlemen, for appearing here and laying 
your case before the committee. 

(The brochure submitted by Mr. Cramer follows:) 


BELLEVUE Pustiic SCHOOLS, 
Bellevue, Nebr., July 28, 1959. 
Members of Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

DEAR CONGRESSMEN: We are happy to have the opportunity to present mate 
rial in this brochure as it pertains to the Bellevue schools and their needs. Our 
particular interest of course is to testify in behalf of Public Laws 874 and 815. 
We hope you will see fit to recognize our needs and act on our request. 

The board of education herewith expresses its appreciation to you for your con- 
tinued and untiring efforts in behalf of Public Law 874 and Public Law 815. This 
brochure is prepared to help you to analyze problems as they pertain to the Belle- 
vue public schools, Bellevue, Nebr., one of federally affected areas in the 
United States. 

Thank you for your interest in public education. 


Rosert M. HAwortH, 
President. 
COMMENDATIONS 


The Bellevue District joins many other school districts in commending the 
Senators for their past interest in both Public Law 847 and Public Law 815. We 
hope that we may warrant your favorable consideration and immediate action. 
The past fiscal year for the Bellevue District is rapidly drawing to a close and 
a new one is about to begin. 

We herewith submit for your consideration testimony as it pertains to 
H.R. 7140. The amendment is impractical to insure an adequate educational 
program for the boys and girls in the Bellevue, Nebr., area. 

LOCATION 


The Bellevue School District, Bellevue, Nebr. is located adjacent to Offutt 
Air Force Base and the Strategic Air Command Headquarters. In fact both of 
these Federal installations lie within the limits of Bellevue District. 
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SCHOOL GROWTH 


The Bellevue School District has shown considerable growth during the past 
5 years. The Federal installations are the prime reason for the continued 
growth of the school enrollment. 


THE NEED FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 


The Bellevue School District is basically a suburban area, lying adjacent 
to a metropolitan city. There is only a small business district within the school 
district, and no industry is found in this district. Therefore, the major portion 
of school tax load must come from local property (real estate tax). 

The present levy is 40 mills. The valuation of the district for tax purposes 
is $8,700,000. This is a burdensome and almost unbearable tax load for the 
patrons of the Bellevue District. The average levy for school purposes in 
Nebraska, is 28 mills. So it is evident that the levy for the patrons of the 
Bellevue District is excessively high. 

Sixty-five percent of the enrollment in the Bellevue school are students who 
are federally Connected. The amount of Federal funds received under Public 
Law 874 equals less than 50 percent of the operating budget. 

Annual increases of about 200 students, most of whom are federally connected 
imposes a real burden upon the Bellevue School District. 

Charts are found in the appendix showing the need for financial assistance. 
See chart on page 5. A chart is also included in connection with the increase of 
the number of federally connected children as compared with .the nonfederally 
connected children. See page 6. A combination of these two charts is found 
in a table on page 7. 


THE EFFECT OF THE ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL 


During the 1958-59 school year the Bellevue School District was entitled to 
$351,344.89. A summary of our entitlement follows: 


$141, 186. 37 
136, 810. 52 
5, 082. 72 


68, 309. 92 


351, 399. 53 


If the administration’s proposal would have been in effect, the following 
entitlement would have been available for the Bellevue schools: 


596 3A students at $264.89 $157, 874. 44 
1,396 3B students at $105.95 
33 3B students not at Offutt $66.22 


If the administrative proposal would have been in effect during the 1958-59 
school year, the Bellevue School District would have suffered a loss of $43,373.63. 
A loss of $43,373.63 would have to be made up by a local mill levy of 4 mills. 
Asking a local small school district for such an outlay is impossible in an already 
heavily taxed district. 


ACTION PROGRAM 


We have outlined our needs as they apply to the boys and girls living within 
the Bellevue School District. The administration’s proposal would cause a loss 
of $47,000 to the Bellevue District. This represents about 4 mills for the 
Bellevue District, or about 10 percent of our levy. The Bellevue School Dis- 
trict is not seeking a grant. Our intent is to provide a good educational pro- 
sram and meet the needs of the students who are attending its schools. This 
cannot be accomplished with reduced Federal payments. 


45135—59——_6 ‘ 
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CHART SHOWING TOTAL SCHOOL BUDGET 
AND FEDERAL ENTITLEMENT 


1953 - 1960 
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CHART SHOWING AVERAGE 


DAILY ATTENDANCE OF FEDERALLY CONNECTED 
AND NON-FEDERALLY CONNECTED CHILDREN 


1952 - 1960 
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Table showing enrollment, budget, entitlement of the Bellevue Public Schools 
1952-60 





Non- | Federal | Total | Entitie. 
School year |} AD: | Federal ADA budget | ment 


$235, 600 $99, 605 
308,655 | 128, 185 
363,098 | 131, 424 
449, 933 211, 018 
524, 478 244,714 
590, 635 256, 172 
740,600 | 336, 000 
790,000 | 332,000 











i Estimate. 


Mr. Barry. Once more we look to the great State of California 
for advice. Our next witness is the Honorable James B. Utt, Mem- 
ber of Congress from California. 

You might ask the gentleman from California if he wishes to file 
a statement, Mr. McCord. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. UTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Urr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is James B. Utt. I represent the 28th Congressional 
District of California. My testimony will be brief. I would like to 
file my complete statement. 


(Mr. Utt’s prepared statement follows :) 


SPATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JAMES B. UTT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is James B. Utt, 
Congressman from the 28th District of California, which comprises all of Orange 
County and the northern section of San Diego County. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity of appearing before your committee to state my opposition to H.R. 7140, 
which would, in effect, modify the existing provisions of Public Laws 815 and 
874. It would appear to me that the enactment of this legislation, which pro- 
vides for a reduction in Federal funds as high as 60 percent of allocations 
under present districts, would be a most unfair blow to the school districts 
which have been able to survive only because of these Federal payments by the 
Government in lieu of taxes. It cannot be said in the broader sense that finan- 
cial assistance under Public Laws 815 and 874 comes under the heading of 
Federal aid to education, as that term is generally understood, but rather falls 
strictly in the category of a payment made in lieu of local taxes. I would like 
to give you just three outstanding examples of the effect of the Federal impact 
on schools districts in my area : 


1. FALLBROOK UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT 


Prior to 1941 this school district was well financed and abreast of the educa- 
tional needs of that district. When the Federal Government purchased Camp 
Pendleton, 40.34 percent of this district’s assessed valuation was removed from 
the tax roll. This caused an immediate reduction in the educational and build- 
ing program of the district. From 1943 to 1950, no financial help was received 
from the Federal Government and the district was financially destitute. This 
damage can never be rectified. After the passage of Public Laws 874 and 815, 
the district was able to install a program of rehabilitation to partially repair 
this damage. For the past fiscal year, there was an average daily attendance 
of 1,550 pupils; 571 of these pupils are 100 percent federally connected ; 359 9 of 
these pupils are 50 percent federally connected, making a total of 930 students 
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or 60 percent of the total average daily attendance. In the same period this 
district received $128,000 under Public Law 874, or only 21 percent of its operat- 
ing budget of over $650,000. This same ratio continues through the current 
fiscal year. 

2. SAN JOAQUIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 


This district is located adjacent to the El Toro Marine Base. Five hundred 
and seventy-six students, or 85 percent of the total enrollment for this year, 
are dependents of Marine Corps and Navy personnel, most of whom live on the 
base. The Federal Government pays no taxes on the multimillion-dollar valua- 
tion of the base, and yet contributes 85 percent of the student load. 


3. LEMON GROVE SCHOOL DISTRICT 


This district is located in San Diego County and has an enrollment of 3,500 
pupils, 25 percent of whom are children of federally connected parents. This 
district, by a vote of its people, added 50 cents per $100 of assessed valuation 
for current operation in spite of the fact that they receive nearly $70,000 a 
year for operational expenses from the Federal Government. 

In Orange County alone, of the 30 elementary districts in the county, 21 are 
applicants under Public Laws 874 and 815 and all 9 of our high school dis- 
tricts are applicants and 5 have applied under Public Law 815. Two out of 
the three unified districts and two out of the three junior college districts have 
applications on file under Public Law 874, and two out of the six districts are 
applicants under Public Law 815. Countywide, this means that of our 45 school 
districts 34 are applicants under Public Law 874 and 21 under Public Law 815. 
Funds received this year, 1958-59, by the districts in this county under both 
laws will be about $2 million. If H.R. 7140 were in effect now, this amount 
would be cut by about 50 percent or $1 million. Using a few individual dis- 
tricts as examples, the following are the approximate amounts they would re- 
ceive under Public Law 874 as it stands now and if H.R. 7140 were passed: 





Now, 1957-58 | Under II.R. 
7140 





Orange County: 
NN 2d: dadbhbde Shikkan dddsbduadad a is ; abi ok F $34, 750 
Alamitos. __.__- 50, 25, 000 
Garden Grove. 3: 17, 500 

p 80, 000 
20, 250 
228, 276 











It is my sincere hope that the committee will give serious theught to the 
damaging effect H.R. 7140 would have on the educational programs of school 
districts whose responsibility is to educate the children of parents employed on 
Federal properties. 

Mr. Urr. I should like briefly to state that I oppose the passage 
of H.R. 7140 due to the fact that it would seriously set back educa- 
tional progress in my district and a few other districts. I would like 
to cite what has happened in one or two of the school districts in the 
28th Congressional District. 

Fallbrook is where Camp Pendleton was taken from the tax roll. 

Mr. Battery. The chairman is familiar with that. I held some 
hearings there once upon a time. 

Mr. Urr. 40 percent of the district’s tax base was taken away from 
the district when Camp Pendleton was purchased by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Then the federally connected students began going into 
the Fallbrook High School, until today they have 1,550 students, of 
whom 571 are children of the Marines who live on the base and 359 
are 50 percent federally connected, making a total of 930 students, 
or almost two-thirds of the students are federally connected. 
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Inder the present Public Laws 874 and 815, only 21 percent of the 
operating budget has been furnished by the Federal Government, and 
yet they contribute more than 50 percent of the total students. 

At El Toro Marine Base, the San Joaquin School District, of the 
576 students, 85 percent are connected with the Marine Corps and the 
Navy. Under Public Laws 874 and 815, a substantial contribution 
is made to the support of that school. If the indicated legislation, 
H.R. 7140, is passed, it will cut the Federal contribution in that loca- 
tion by more than 50 percent, and there is not a public tax base left 
upon which to support the San Joaquin school in its present form. 

In fact, in the city of Anaheim, where Disneyland 1s located, there 
is a heavy federally impacted school area. Under H.R. 7140, the 
Federal contribution would be cut in half. At Los Alamitos, where 
the Los Alamitos Airbase is located, the contribution would be cut in 
half. In the city of Santa Ana it would be cut from $160,000 down 
to $80,000 a year. In the little town of Tustin, which lies adjacent to 
the El] Toro Marine Base, it would cut their annual contribution from 
$40,000 to $20,000. 

Mr. Bamey. I hope you do not develop a conflict of interest here. 
My son owns property in Santa Ana. 

Mr. Urr. There is no conflict of interest with any of the taxpayers 
in this area, because it is more or less an “in lieu” tax. I do not feel 
that it is in the general way a Federal contribution or a Federal gift. 
is simply restoring a portion of the tax which they took off our tax 

ase. 

Mr. Bartry. Let me say to the gentleman, the idea which led to the 
passage of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 was to have the Gov- 
ernment assume responsibility for impacting these districts by Fed- 
eral activities. Some changes have gotten into the legislation in the 
10 years it has been in force, but basically that was the reason. And 
certainly you have mentioned enough instances here where Federal 
activities are responsible for greatly increased enrollments and 
greatly increased need for construction. We are simply trying to do 
what we originally tried to do in the beginning—to have the Federal 
Government assume payments where they are responsible and where 
those payments become necessary. 

Mr. Urr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barry. Could you give us a little bit of information concern- 
ing your tax rates in some of the districts you have referred to, or 
do you have that data ? 

Mr. Urr. I do not have it here, Mr. Chairman. I know our over- 
all tax rate in most of Orange County and most of my district runs 
$7 a hundred on an assessed valuation equal to 50 percent of the sup- 
posed market value. 

Mr. Brapemas. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the very helpful testi- 
mony of our colleague from California. I would like to ask a ques- 
tion similar to that which I put to our other witnesses this morning. 

Under the administration of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 
in your district, have you found any evidence of Federal control ? 

Mr. Urr. I have not, sir. I think that has been one of the out- 
standing virtues of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. There has 
been no Federal control curriculumwise. They have control as to 
whether they build a school or not. 
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Mr. Brapemas. But so far as the curriculum is concerned, there 
has been no Federal control ? 

Mr. Urr. That is correct. 

Mr. Brapvemas. In spite of the fact that this is Federal aid to 
education. 

Mr. Bartxy. Has there been too much authority and rulings imposed 
on the school boards in the matter of construction ? 

Mr. Urr. No, sir. 

Mr. Battery. So the question of Federal interference has not been 
brought even into the field of construction. 

Mr. Urr. Simply, sir, whether or not they should build a school and 
whether we are entitled to help under Public Law 815 for this school. 

Mr. Bartzy. You have had very good cooperation from the Federal 
Government ? 

Mr. Urrt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bamry. Thank you, Mr. Utt. We appreciate your appearance. 

At this time I think there are a number of communications which 
might well be offered for inclusion in the record, if the staff member 
will read over some of them. And that will clear the docket com- 
pletely for this morning. 

Mr. McCorp. I have a telegram from Roger Ries, president, Colo- 
rado Springs Public Schools Principal’s Association, in opposition 
to H.R. 7140. 

A telegram from the Colorado Spring Classroom Teachers Asso- 
ciation. 

A letter from Mrs. David McCarthy, legislative director of the 
Oregon Congress of Parents and Teachers. 

And in our files, Mr. Chairman—and I will get permission now— 
is a letter from the Honorable Alfred N. Phillips, a former Member 
of Congress from Connecticut. 

Mr. vem Without objection, the communications will be ac- 
cepted for inclusion in the record at this time. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 

CoLorapo Sprines, Coro., July 28, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 


Chairman, House Education Subcommittee, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN: The Colorado Springs Public Schools Principals Associa- 
tion would like to go on record as being opposed to H.R. 7140 dealing with aid 
to school districts in federally impacted areas which was introduced by Repre- 
sentative Kearns of Pennsylvania. 

This resolution, with its resultant reduction in funds would greatly curtail 
our vitally necessary building program and also threaten the high standard 
of education we are now providing, since better than 30 percent of our enroll- . 
ment is federally connected. 

Very truly yours, 
RocGeErR RIEs, 
President, Colorado Springs Public School Principals Association. 


COLORADO SPRINGS CLASSROOM TEACHERS ASSOCIATION, 
Colorado Springs, Colo., July 28, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN: Colorado Springs Classroom Teachers Association, with 
550 members, oppose reduction of aid through public laws 815 and 874. 
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Parents of approximately one-third of our pupils are federally connected. 
School district loss for school year 1958-59 under new proposal would have 
been over $430,000. 
We urge your support in this matter. 
GEORGE DALGLEISH, President, 


OREGON CONGRESS OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS, INC., 
Portland, Oreg., July 20, 1959. 
Representative CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on General Education, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR REPRESENTATIVE BartEy: The enclosed letter explains a stand made 
recently by the board of managers of the Oregon Congress of Parents and Teach- 
ers, the representatives of nearly 130,000 members of PTA’s in the State of 
Oregon. Since you are chairman of the committee which will hear bills affect- 
ing federally impacted areas, I thought you might be interested to know how 
strongly we in Oregon oppose the reduction of funds to those areas. 

A Representative from one of the federally impacted areas assured our board 
that only those districts which truly meet the requirements as an “impacted” 
area receive Federal funds. The State of Oregon has made every effort to 
meet the needs of its schools, but in cases such as these areas where Federal 
workers have come into the districts to work on such projects as the John Day 
Dam, the Ice Harbor Dam, and the McNary Dan, it is impossible to meet the 
needs of school facilities without the aid of funds under Public Laws 815 and 874. 

May I urge you and your committee to oppose H.R. 7140 and lend your sup- 
port to bring about the full appropriations necessary for aid to federally im- 
pacted areas. Thank you for your kind attention to this letter. 

Cordially, 
JEAN McCarTHy 
Mrs. David McCarthy, 
Legislative Director. 


JuLy 20, 1959. 
Senator WAYNE L. MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Morse: On July 17 the board of managers of the Oregon Con- 
gress of Parents and Teachers met in Monmouth for a midsummer meeting. As 
legislative director, I presented a report regarding various pieces of legislation 
pending in this session of Congress. Two of the legislative matters which cap- 
tured most attention are outlined below. 

I reported the move in Congress to cut appropriations for federally impacted 
areas by revising the formula for distribution. Since this would cut Oregon’s 
share of the Federal funds by some $315,791 to those districts where unusual 
demands have been made upon their school facilities due to the impact of 
Federal workers, it was the belief of our organization that this decrease will 
have a very diverse effect upon those school districts now receiving funds under 
Public Laws 815 and 874. In those districts school budgets have been based 
upon the assumption that this money would be forthcoming. The board of 
managers strongly recommended that Oregon’s congressional Representatives 
oppose the passage of H.R. 7140 and §. 1939, which would reduce these funds. 

Secondly, the board discussed the several bills in Congress which would provide 
Federal leadership and aid in the fight to combat juvenile deinquency. This 
legislation was most favorably received by our members. Because we are 
becoming increasingly aware that our communities are finding it difficult to 
solve the problems of juvenile delinquency, we believe the passing of this type 
of legislation will strengthen local and State programs. Therefore, the board 
of managers adopted the following legislative proposal : 

“The Oregon Congress of Parents and Teachers, greatly concerned with the 
steadily mounting problem of juvenile delinquency in our State, supports legis- 
lation which will provide Federal leadership and such funds as may be required to 
undertake demonstrational projects to develop improved practices and techniques 
for the prevention, control, and treatment of juvenile delinquency and to stimu- 
late and promote the training of specialized personnel in this field.” 
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We felt that you, as a representative of Oregon in Congress, would be inter- 
ested to learn of our action in these matters since we represent the thinking 
of nearly 150,000 members of the parent teachers associations in Oregon. We 
will be most interested to learn of your opinions on these matters and the 
course you plan to take regarding these issues. Thank you for your kind 
attention to this letter. 

Cordially, 
Mrs. Davip McCartuy, 
Legislative Director. 


WoORSELL MANNOR, 
Cecilton, Md., July 22, 1959. 
Re H.R. 7140 
EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN : As a former Member of the U.S. Congress (House of Representa- 
tives, Fourth District, Conn.), I wish strongly to go on record as opposing 
H.R. 7140, which would deprive Cecil County of $33,000 in Federal school funds. 

Although I am a resident of the State of Connecticut, I spend much time, and 
have over the years, at my farm, Worsell Mannor, Cecilton, Md., as per this 
letterhead. 

In Maryland I have taken part in many public activities; organizing the 
Cecilton Library, being president of the Cecil County Improvement Association, 
organizing a farmers’ cooperative, etc. I am very well acquainted, indeed, 
with Cecil County schools and their needs, and indeed my grandchildren go to 
these schools, as have boys recently making their home with me. 

Cecil County is, I believe, the fastest growing county in the State of Maryland; 
if not the very fastest growing, one of the fast-growing counties. Those governing 
the various public activities in Cecil County, Md., are doing everything possible 
to see that Cecil County advances in an orderly and constructive and progressive 
fashion. Thus, the schools have had the intimate attention of local officials and 
all the time are improving in every way. Our population, as aforesaid, is growing 
at an accelerated rate. Hence, rather than cut Federal funds away from the 
schools in Cecil County, Md., they should, in my opinion, be increased. Hence, 
I believe that the children of Cecil County, Md., and, to that extent, of the State 
of Maryland and the United States of America, would suffer if H.R. 7140 were 
passed, thus depriving Cecil County of substantial funds in Federal school 
money. Hence, a as former Member of the U.S. Congress, and otherwise as per 
above, please permit me to go on record strongly opposing this bill. 

Very sincerely, 
ALFRED N. PHILLIPs, 
Former Member of Congress, Fourth District, Connecticut. 


Mr. Baitey. Congressman James A. Burke, from the 13th District 
of Massachusetts, is here. He does not have his statement ready, but 
he asks permission to file it and, if he cares to do so, it may be included 
as though he had made an appearance. 

Thank you, Mr. Burke. 

Mr. Battery. This concludes the subcommittee hearings for today. 

Tomorrow the committee will resume its hearings at 10 Besse 
when we shall hear the commissioner of education of Alaska, and we 
shall have a distinguished group of Marylanders here. Congressman 
Lankford and most of the school officials of the southern half of the 
astern Shore, represented by Mr. Lankford, will be present and will 
be heard at tomorrow morning’s hearings. 

That concludes the hearings for today, and the committee stands in 
recess until 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, July 29, 1959.) 
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PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 81ST CONGRESS (ADMINIS- 
TRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR MODIFYING EXISTING 
LEGISLATION) 


WEDNESDAY, JULY 29, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL EDUCATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON EpucatTion AND Lapor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:20 a.m., in room 
429, Old House Office Building, Hon. Cleveland M, Bailey (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Bamey. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Despite the absence of some of the members of the committee who 
I understand will be along shortly, the time element is such that I 
think we should proceed with the testimony of the several witnesses 
present this morning. 

Our first witness will be Howard A. Matthews, commissioner of 
education of the 49th State, Alaska. I should like to ask the gentle- 
man to come forward and further identify himself, and proceed with 
his testimony. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD A. MATTHEWS, COMMISSIONER OF 
EDUCATION, STATE OF ALASKA 


Mr. Marrnews. Thank you, sir. 

I am the temporary or on interim appointment as commissioner of 
education pending complete reorganization of the State government. 
I have been in Alaska 6 years, the last 4 years of which I have been 
a member of the department of education staff. 

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity of being heard on H.R. 7140, 
a bill to amend Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Congress, relating to 
assistance to school districts in areas affected by the tax immunity 
of Federal property. 

I should like to depart parenthetically from my prepared statement 
at this point to say that the statement I have presented to you in 
written form presupposes that the committee is familiar with the 
basic provisions of the Admission Act and the Alaska Omnibus Act 
astaiie passed by the Congress. Consequently, I have not gone in 
any detail into what is ahead for education in Alaska as this reor- 
ganization takes place. 

I would be pleased to interrupt my prepared remarks at any point 
and attempt to answer any questions members of the committee may 
have on some statement I have made as it may affect what will hap- 
pen in the future. 
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The proposed bill would reduce substantially the assistance now 
given to school districts for the education of children whose mothers 
or fathers work on but do not live on Federal property. H.R. 7140 
seeks to establish a definite distinction as to where the Federal prop- 
erty is situated with respect to the school district which is actually 
providing educational facilities for the children affected. 

Because I am confident that other witnesses before this committee 
have well established the moral basis for continued Federal connec- 
tion with respect to these children in question, I will not multiply 
words on that particular aspect of this problem. It goes without say- 
ing that if it were not for the Federal activity, the additional num- 
bers of children would not be present in these affected districts. The 
continuation of the Federal activity and ownership of property con- 
— and increases the attendance of all classes of Federal impact 

upils. 

. What I am primarily concerned with at this time is the effect upon 
the new sovereign State of Alaska of the rigid classification which 
the bill establishes with respect to the location of the federally con- 
nected tax-exempt property. It is toward this particular offensive 
=" of the proposed amendments that I wish to direct my remarks 
today. 

Based on the estimates given by the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, the total loss in income to the State of Alaska for fiscal 
1960 under Public Law 874 would be $907,237, with the reduction 
under Public Law 815 amounting to $26,600. 

Mr. Battery. That would indicate, then, that your construction pro- 
gram was rather a weak one in Alaska, in that you were getting 
only that much assistance from Public Law 815. 

Mr. Martruews. No, sir. The difference results, as I say further 
in my testimony, from the fact that we have so many small school 
districts which cannot meet the requirements for percentage of in- 
crease or gross numbers of increase so as to be eligible under Public 
Law 815. 

Mr. Barzy. Could the Chair suggest to the gentleman that in re- 
organizing your school system in Alaska, you get rid of a lot of those 
little districts and consolidate them. 

Mr. Matruews. We would like to do that, sir, but consolidation 
of school districts in Alaska is not an easy matter. 

Mr. Bamzy. Due to your lack of transportation and your lack of 
highways? 

Mr. Marrnews. That is correct. Many of the districts in south- 
eastern Alaska are located on an island, and the only mode of trans- 
porketion between districts would be by plane or by fishing boat. 

here are. no ferry systems. There are no means for consolidation 
of the some of these small, expensive school districts. 

Mr. Battry. You do havea problem. 

Mr. Martrnews. We have a problem. These districts vary in size 
from fewer than 100 pupils to 10,000 pupils. 

Mr. Battzy. You proceed with your regular presentation. 

Mr. Martruews. The wide difference between these two figures re- 
sults from the fact that many Alaska districts are eligible only for 
Public Law 874 because they do not have sufficient increase under 
Public Law 815 to qualify for construction funds. 
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It is my belief that the loss of this source of income for school 
purposes at this particular time would have a very detrimental effect 
upon the State of Alaska in a number of ways. Enactment of H.R. 
7140 would impose upon the State a financial burden contrary to the 
spirit of the Alaska Omnibus Act, which seeks to help, not hinder, 
the State through these first few years as a completely sovereign 
State. 

I might depart at this point again, sir, to say that already transfer 
has begun of some of the Ne pm which the State will have 
ownership of under the stateh status or under full State status. 
Various parcels of Bureau of Public Roads property have been trans- 
ferred. We have no way of predicting at this time how long it will 
take before the State assumes all of the property granted to it under 
the omnibus act. 

Mr. Battery. Certain public lands were reserved to the Federal 
Government, however. 

Mr. Marruews. That is correct, sir. A large portion of public 
domain will be transferred to the State in very large parcels, and just 
the mechanics of determining those parcels and making the transfer 
will entail considerable time and study. 

I regret very much that activities attendant to the reorganization 
in State government has prevented me from having sufficient time to 
prepare definitive data for the committee to delineate more clearly 
the circumstances in Alaska involving Federal tax-exempt property 
which differ so greatly from the situations presented by the decitetant 
to illustrate his reasons for the proposed amendments to these two 
public laws. 

I should like to present here, however, in lieu of tables, charts, and 
graphs, some general considerations to illustrate how, in particular, 
the rigid division in property classification proposed by H.R. 7140 
would impose a very inequitable situation upon the State of Alaska. 
It would be especially useful to the committee, and probably very 
illuminating, if all States, including Alaska, could make a critical 
analysis of the actual location and valuation of the taxable residential 
properties of the parents of children who work on but do not live on 
Federal property. If they did, I do not think this question would 
come up annually. 

I think the committee would find a large number of circumstances 
where such residential property does not contribute significantly to 
the tax base of the local educational agency. Particularly would this 
be true where there is yet construction activity and large military 
establishments. There are many illustrations in Alaska which tend 
to refute the argument that the residential property of the parent is 
taxed equally with that of the parent not federally connected. 

It is almost impossible to use a representative community or local 
educational agency in Alaska for purposes of illustration or random 
sampling because there is such a wide difference in the social-economic 
profile between communities. School districts which would be af- 
fected by the proposed amendments vary in size from fewer than 100 
students in average daily membership to approximately 10,000. Addi- 
tionally, they vary from areas with essentially a basic subsistence 
economy with the majority of the local taxable property being personal 
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property rather than real, to districts fairly comparable to a district 
of the same size in the other States. 

In Alaska, as in no other State—save perhaps a small portion of 
the State of Maine—there remains a large area of the State not yet 
organized into taxing units or school districts. All of the schools lo- 
cated outside the corporate limits of organized school districts in the 
entire State—Bureau of Indian Affairs schools excepted—are operated 
by the State department of education. 

I might add parenthetically that there are 29 operating, organized 
school districts. We have one or two organized school districts on the 
books which do not have enough students at the present time to oper- 
ate. 

The department of education thus serves as the local educational 
agency for the 105 schools situated outside regular organized school 
districts. These schools are considered, for purposes of Federal assist- 
ance under Public Laws 815 and 874, as the State of Alaska School 
District No. 1, and enroll about 30 percent of all public school pupils 
of the State. 

Included in the schools operated by the department of education are 
those located on the eight military bases which are financed under 
section 3 of Public Law 874. With the exception of high school pupils 
from Kodiak Naval Base, Elmendorf Air Force Base, and Fort Rich- 
ardson at Anchorage, and Ladd Air Force Base at Fairbanks, all de- 
pendent children living on the bases are in schools under the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the Alaska State Department of Education, and for all 
practical purposes they are operated in the same manner in which the 
State operates the public schools in any area not part of an organized 
school district. High school pupils at the above bases are carried by 
school buses. to the adjacent school districts. 

It is of tremendous importance at this point to emphasize that for 
the purposes of the location of Federal property so definitively enunci- 
ated in H.R. 7140, the State department of education school district 
No. 1, as we refer to the entire State, not the school districts commonly 
referred to by the Secretary, would have the bulk of the Federal prop- 
erty within its jurisdiction, or school district. The same would be 
equally true for all remote construction sites. 

Parenthetically, that would include the DEW line, the White Alice, 
and the missile detection sites now being built or to be built in the 
future. All these federally connected projects would be outside an or- 

anized school district but inside the Macks school district which the 
State department of education operates. 

These federally connected properties would likewise be situated 
within the State school district. It would appear to me that so long 
as the State continues to operate these am ke! Ra it appears that 
it will for a good number of years in the future—a logical extension 
of the Secretary’s position with respect to the rigid necessity for the 
Federal property to be within the district where the child attends 
school, would remove the bulk of the federally connected property 
from what is now the 50-percent category and place it in the 25-per- 
cent category. At Anchorage and Fairbanks, the organized school 
districts are virtually surrounded by military installations which are 
contiguous to the district and upon which large numbers of district 
residents are employed. These bases, in fact, form the chief economy 
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of the area but would have a very minor role in supporting the large 
number of federally connected children in the district schools, re- 
membering that for school operation purposes the bases are part of the 
department of education district No. 1. 

Presumably, any given piece of Federal property could not be 
considered as situated in two different school districts of the same 
type. From the remarks of the Secretary, it would appear to be the 
intent of H.R. 7140 to make certain that for maximum assistance, 
the Federal tax-exempt property must be located within the district 
providing educational opportunities to the children of persons em- 
ployed on Federal property but residing on taxable property. It 
would seem that the major purpose of H.R. 7140 is to first establish 
this premise and then gear assistance according to whether the prop- 
erty is inside or outside the district of school attendance and resi- 
dence. Obviously, school attendance and residence must be the same 
because, for purposes of application for funds, only children in average 
daily attendance within the applicant district, upon whom no other 
out-of-district tuition is paid, are considered eligible, 

If this is proper construction of the bill, and with the department 
of education school district No. 1 covering the entire State—an area 
one-fifth the size of the other 48—the department would in no case 
receive less than 40 percent on the children under consideration, irre- 
spective of where on taxable property in the unorganized area of the 
State they might live, or where in the entire area of the State their 
parent might be employed on Federal property. 

I would depart from my remarks there and say if you were to 
superimpose a map of Alaska on a map of the United States of the 
same scale, the greatest distance between schools that the State depart- 
ment operates directly as an agency would place one of our schools, 
Annette Island, at about the middle of South Carolina, and the more 
far flung would be Adak at about the California-Arizona border. 

There could and would be situations where parents’ employment 
would be several hundred miles distant—in fact, a thousand miles 
distant—and the State would receive the 40-percent rate. Should 
the residence be changed to inside an organized school district but the 
»lace of employment remain the same, the rate of entitlement would 
pasa only 25 percent of the local contribution rate to the new dis- 
trict receiving the pupil. 

Mr. Baitey. You will have data in yeur presentation showing the 
percentage of federally impacted pupils compared to the total children 
enrolled 4 

Mr. Matruews. I make some general statements on this a little 
later on; yes. 

Mr. Battery. You may proceed. 

Mr. Marruews. It is obvious that this situation would create a 
serious inequity in eligibility for funds on the same classification of 
children. To further illustrate this inequity, the majority of the 
children upon whom assistance would not be changed by H.R. 7140 
reside on property where the State operates the schools. The majority 
of the children sn that rate of entitlement would be affected by the pro- 
posed bill live in the organized school districts. In the Anchorage 
district alone, such children comprise approximately 51 percent of the 
total average daily membership of the school district and in total 
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numbers are approximately 5,000. These are the 3(b) (2) children 
we are talking about. I would estimate that approximately two- 
thirds of these children have parents working on properties which 
would be defined as outside the district by H.R. 7140 even though 
much of the property virtually surrounds the district itself. It would 
be thus defined because the school district in which the property is 
located for school purposes, according to H.R. 7140, is the Department 
of Education School District No. 1. The same situation would apply 
to the Fairbanks School District, except that the percentage of affected 
children is closer to 40 percent. 

It is my considered opinion that some of the school districts, and 
possibly either of these two or both, may refuse to accept any addi- 
tional federally affected children of any classification. Some of the 
organized school districts now have a higher pupil rate cost than the 
rate received from Public Law 874 for operation and maintenance. 
The possibility of any “gravy” from the pupils under question would 
not, in my opinion, much more than equalize the loss from the differ- 
ence in rate, if it would do that. Educational costs in Alaska are 
high, ranging up to as much as $1,200 per year per pupil in some 
smaller schools operated by the Department of Education. 

Testimony by the Secretary suggests that for all practical pur- 
poses residential property of the parents of the children under con- 
sideration is on a par with that of their nonfederally connected class- 
mates. While no survey has been conducted as yet, there is ample 
evidence that parents of children in this classification tend to seek 
low cost or temporary housing located in or near the place they are 
employed until such a time as the construction job or their military 
or civil service tour of duty ends, or until they decide on whether or 
not they will remain residents of Alaska and seek employment of a 
more permanent nature. In many instances, it is my observation 
that the evaluation of the personal property of a good many parents 
in this particular classification would exceed the evaluation of the 
real property. There are obvious reasons why a person moving to 
Alaska at considerable expense to take a federally connected defense 
or construction job, would seek low cost, low expense housing. In 
any event, it cannot be asserted with justification that for the most 
part, the residence of each group is contributing equally to the local 
tax base for school purposes. 

I could extend at considerable length my remarks on this particu- 
lar subject to describe the housing which has grown like Topsy around 
some of the military bases and outside the organized school districts. 
Sufficient of such housing has sprung up to require the State to build 
and operate schools having as many as 450 pupils, almost all of whom 
are in the category under question. These children tend to impose a 
greater financial burden for school purposes than the amount of relief 
received under present assistance laws, and in most instances the 
residence will be outside a property taxing unit, or in the Alaska 
School District No. 1, so to speak. 

For the most part, the State of Alaska School District No. 1 and 
the organized school districts have been in basic agreement with the 
present support program for federally connected pupils. The points 
of disagreement have been chiefly with relationship to the higher 
cost of education in Alaska as compared with the assistance rate. As 
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I have already stated, any reduction in rates on any classification of 
pupil could cause some of the districts to refuse to accept additional 
impact students into their schools. Some school board members and 
superintendents have expressed themselves as feeling this way. 

I would depart again from my prepared statement just briefly, 
Mr. Chairman, to say, for purposes of illustration, in the Fairbanks 
School District, as 1 mentioned previously in my remarks, the high 
school pupils are transported into the Fairbanks district, where they 
receive their high school education. 

The cost of education in Fairbanks per pupil is about $100 more 
than the State rate on a 3(a) pupil. It is my feeling and the feel- 
ing of some of the school people and some of the Fairbanks School 
District board members and the superintendent, that if anything hap- 
pens which would reduce this rate, they would not accept the pupils. 
They have a housing problem that they cannot keep up with, as have 
a good many States, I suppose, which would mean that there would 
be no saving to the Federal Government, because those children are 
all children of parents who live on and work on the military base. 
It might mean that the department of education would have to trans- 
fer or seek a transfer of those schools to operation under section 6 of 
Public Law 874 rather than operating as they now are. The addi- 
tional cost would be much more than anything saved by an amend- 
ment to either of the laws at this time. 

From the standpoint of administering the proposed amendments, 
it would be my opinion that there will be required at least a doubling 
of the property varifaction and accounting procedures on the Federal 
level, at considerable expense to the Government. It takes no great 
extension of logic to see that if there are established two separate 
classifications of property where one now exists, the management re- 
view will be doubled. The concomitant result cannot help but be 
greatly increased travel and staff on the field representative level of 
the division for federally affected schools. On the State and local 
level, new pupil card and classification procedures would have to be 
initiated at some considerable expense and the entire State in each 
instance surveyed for purposes of determining location of Federal 
property with respect to district of enrollment of students. The con- 
stant changing of district boundaries in all States by reorganization 
laws would also cause additional administrative cost hard to predict 
at this time. 

In Alaska that would be even harder to predict, with the present 
transfer program over a long range, the federally connected property, 
plus the fact that the Alaska constitution will require the legislature 
by general law to establish some type of intermediate taxing unit 
which will be called the borough, and for purposes of reorganiza- 
tion it can be presumed that the boroughs will be similar to county 
school districts. These are all parts of our transitional problem, and 
serve to illustrate why imposing this burden at this particular time 
would be a harsh treatment on our transition to full sovereignty. 

It is my humble opinion that false economy is suggested if it is 
to be assumed that two classifications with respect to place of em- 
ployment can be administered without significant increase in over- 
head costs, both on the local and Federal level. 
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I sincerely believe, Mr. Chairman, that to adopt the amendments 
proposed by H.R. 7140 would result in an extreme hardship on the 
several States with any number of federally affected youngsters, 
and particularly upon the State of Alaska at this most important 
time in its history. It is also my opinion that to do so without ex- 
tension of a grace period of several years would be directly in con- 
tradiction to the spirit of the Alaska Omnibus Act which is designed 
to make orderly and efficient the transfer to complete sovereign status 
the State of Alaska. The proposed amendments are particularly un- 
desirable in Alaska because of the unique public school organizational 
pattern which currently exists and which provides one of the best 
educational programs in all the States. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for this 
opportunity to offer testimony on this matter. 

Mr. Batmtey. The Chair would like to ask some questions. 

What percentage of your school costs are assumed by local tax re- 
sources ? 

Mr. Matruews. The State participation is roughly 59 percent. In 
other words, the total cost of operation and maintenance from State 
sources is 59 percent. We have a school suport law which classifies 
districts by numbers of pupils. A district of 200 or fewer pupils is 
classified as an 85 percent district, which means that the State will 
reimburse 85 percent of the reimbursable items in the district’s budget 
by the time you average it all out. 

Mr. Baitry. That is your State aid program ¢ 

Mr. Martruews. That is our State aid program. That percentage 
is greduated downward as you get more pupils. I think someone 
theorized at one time that that was in effect a type of equalization: 
The more children you had, the greater your ability to pay. I do not 
think there is any justifiable basis for that contention, but when this 
law was originally enacted a good number of years go, it appeared 
that was the premise for it. 

Mr. Battry. How does your tax rate on local property compare 
with the tax rate in other States ? 

Mr. Marruews. It varies very significantly. Some school districts 
have just completed a reevaluation. The law says our tax rate shall 
be at true value, but it does not exactly define true value. 

Mr. Batrey. It is about what percent of the market value ? 

Mr. Martruews. In the Juneau School District, it is supposed to be 
100 percent of sales value. The home I live in in Juneau is on the 
tax rolls at $900 more than I paid for it, if that gives you an illustra- 
tion. Some of the other districts lag behind. 

Mr. Bainey. Is that necessary to get a sufficient tax base? 

Mr. Matruews. They reevaluate it to improve their tax base, that 
is correct. But in many of our smaller districts they do not have 
enough real property so that a reevaluation would do that for them. 
Some of the smaller communities in southeastern Alaska 





Mr. Batey. Are there any industries in Alaska other than Govern- 
ment business ? 

Mr. Matruews. Yes. A large pulp mill is going in at Sitka. 
There is a large pulp mill at Ketchikan. 

Mr. Bartey. You havea considerable fishing industry, too. 

Mr. Marruews. And the fishing industry, that is correct. <A lot 
of activity has been stimulated in oil. One well has been brought in 
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on the Kenai Peninsula under a Richfield-Standard Oil exploration 
agreement. They are now running refinery tests. There are many 
people up there now looking for oil. 

Mr. Barter. Have you any appreciable amount of acreage there 
which might be productive of oil ? 

Mr. MarruHews. It is supposed so, yes. 

Mr. Barter. Has it been explored to the extent that that can be de- 
termined ? 

Mr. Matruews. They are in the exploration program right now. 

Much of the economy, as you suggest, is based on Federal activity 
in Alaska. 

Mr. -Battey. Are you bothered, as in other States, with the Wherry 
housing problem? Have you any problems growing out of the Cape- 
hart and Wherry housing programs on the bases ¢ 

Mr. Marruews. Not that I can recall to mind at this moment. 

Mr. Battery. In other words, do you have any on-base schools? 

Mr. Marruews. Oh, yes. As I mentioned in my testimony, we 
have about 7,000 pupils in on-base schools which we operate as the 
agency. We hire the teachers and provide the textbooks. They are 
under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Department of Education. 

Mr. Battey. Who paid for their construction cost originally ? 

Mr. Marruews. The Federal Government. 

Mr. Barter. Will they continue to operate those, or will they be 
turned over to the new State government ¢ 

Mr. Marruews. We presume they will be continued as they are now. 
If the entitlement rate is reduced, then it might force the operation 
of those schools under section 6 of Public Law 874 as dependent 
schools, probably on a contractual basis rather than as it is now. 

Mr. Baier. Getting back to your local property situation, about 
what is the tax bill on $1,000 assessed valuation ? 

Mr. Marrnews. That is a hard one to answer. There are no rep- 
resentative districts to quote for you, because they vary so greatly. 
You must also know whether or not it is an equalized valuation or 
an assessed valuation. Five mills in Juneau would be equivalent to 
20 mills in Unalaska based on the evaluation, there is that much dif- 
ference, whereas in Unalaska perhaps most of the property is real. 
It is pretty hard to have an evaluation on a small home built on 
pilings. 

Mr. Battry. You do not have any homestead exemptions? 

Mr. Marruews. Not very many. 

Mr. Barry. Have you a State law providing for that ? 

Mr. Marruews. Yes. There is no statewide ad valorem tax. There 
have been attempts to institute one, and it has resulted in the expense 
of the program being greater than the realization from the income. 
It is a hotly discussed proposition whether they should attempt to 
go back 

Mr. Battry. The State is raising revenues to carry on a State aid 
program. From what source does it get the revenue? 

Mr. Marruews. The chief source would be from income tax. That 
is the chief source of revenue. 

Mr. Battery. There is no sales tax ? 

Mr. Marruews. The sales tax is on a local option basis. All of 
the income from sales tax inures to the district in which it is collected. 
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All of the cities in Alaska, to my knowledge, have a sales tax with 
the exception of Anchorage. 

Mr. Battey. How long do you anticipate you will be in remodeling 
your school system under the new State setup? You will have to 
make some major changes. 

Mr. Matruews. It will be many years. The constitution of Alaska 
provides that the only new taxing units to be established will be cities 
or boroughs, which suggests that we have right now as many school 
districts, as such, as we are to have. It also suggests that sometime, 
when the general legislature by general law defines the borough and 
establishes its power, there will be a borough school unit similar to 
the county unit in other States, but it will be a good number of years 
before that is all completed. 

Mr. Bairey. I take it your objections to the proposed legislation 
as presented by the Department are predicated on two major points. 
One of them is that a considerable part of your districts which are 
now eligible will be eliminated completely. 

Mr. Matruews. They will be reduced 25 percent. 

Mr. Battry. Eventually they will be wiped out. 

Mr. Matruews. Yes. 

Mr. Bauer. Then your other objection is that they are reducing the 
percentage of eligibility or the percentage to which you would be 
entitled. To start off with, will it not eliminate some of your 
districts? 

Mr. Matruews. Why would it eliminate some of the districts? 

Mr. Battey. Because of the fact that they are insisting that the 
property must be within the district itself. 

Mr. Matruews. That would work a tremendous hardship on many 
of the districts, particularly Anchorage and Fairbanks. I do not 
have any idea where the Secretary got his figure for Alaska, because 
we do not know at this point. This is some of the research I would 
like to have been able to do had I had time to do it for you. We do 
not know at this point how many properties actually exist in districts 
as defined by this amendment, and how many are outside of districts. 

In and around Anchorage and Fairbanks there are many parcels 
of Federal property. I think you would find the Anchorage 874 ap- 
plication lists upward of 80, various individual Federal activities 
upon which there are federally connected parents under 3(b) (2). 

Mr. Bamey. Does the Department of Education maintain an 
Alaska office or representative, or do they handle that out of their 
Seattle office? 

Mr. Matruews. The U.S. Office of Education is handled out of the 
Seattle regional office. The property survey and accounting is han- 
dled out of the Seattle office. There is no representative in Alaska. 

Mr. Battery. Have you given any thought to asking the Department 
to cooperate in working out your school problems? 

Mr. Matruews. Yes; we have. There are several areas, such as 
this transfer of Federal property. The Alaska Legislature could not 
predict when it went home this spring what the final terms of the 
Omnibus Act would be with respect to Federal property and its trans- 
fer, and could make no provision for the possibility to have to pick up 
children who would automatically be discontinued when the State 
assumes title to some of these parcels which are in the transfer. 
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It is our opinion or our feeling that the Commissioner does have 
discretion to extend us sufficient time to make that adjustment. We are 
in process now of negotiating with them and discussing that with the 
Division for Federally Affected Schools. That is part of the pur- 
pose for my coming, as well as to testify before your committee, 
sir. 

Mr. Batiey. Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Upatu. We are very happy to hear from the sovereign State 
of Alaska. I think the testimony of Mr. Matthews very clearly bears 
out the contention of some of us that, although H.R. 7140 is sup- 

sedly designed to eliminate inequities, in truth it will create new 
inequities which will be more serious than those which it is designed 
tocure. I thnk this testimony has been most useful in demonstrating 
that point this morning. 

Mr. Batrey. Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I would 
just like to apologize to Mr. Matthews and to you for being late in 
arriving here. If our committee did not have responsibilities in the 
field of labor, I certainly would have arrived more promptly this 
morning. 

Mr. Bamey. Your apologies are accepted, but don’t let it hap- 
pen again. 

Mr. FreLIncuvuysEN. I won’t even promise that, Mr. Bailey. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Mr. Matthews. 

Mr. Martruews. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Battey. Now the committee has a number of witnesses from 
the Free State of Maryland. 

Mr. Ricuarp Lee hint (administrative assistant to Congressman 
Lankford). Mr. Chairman, I would like to apologize for Congress- 
man Lankford. He was called to the Governor’s office this morning, 
but should be here any moment. 

Mr. Battery. I was getting ready to explain that Congressman 
Lankford, in whose district a large number of the witnesses sup- 

sed to testify this morning are located, said he probably would reach 

ere by 11 o'clock, so it ought not to be too long until he arrives. 
In the meantime, we should get some of the several witnesses here. 
Have you worked out an order of presentation ? 

Mr. Stitu. Yes; we have. I shall introduce them. 

Mr. Battey. You may proceed to doso. 

Mr. Stim. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I should like to introduce first Commissioner Wilde, president of 
the Board of County Commissioners of Anne Arundel County. I 
think it would be best if our superindent of schools would accompany 
him at the same time—Dr. Jenkins, superintendent of schools, and 
his assistant, Mr. Alexander. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK W. WILDE, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS, ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD. 


Mr. Witpz. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Frank W. Wilde, president of the Board of County Commissioners 
of Anne Arundel County, Md. 

Mr. Batitey. Will you introduce the other gentlemen, too ? 
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Mr. Wipe. This is Dr. David S. Jenkins, superintendent of schools 
of Anne Arundel County; and Mr. Alexander, assistant superinten- 
dent of schools of Anne Arundel County. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear in opposition to H.R. 7140. 

The Congress, and in particular this committee, is indeed to be 
commended for its foresight in its recognition of the continuing and 
permanent responsibility of the Federal Government to provide finan- 
cial assistance in the construction and operation of schools in areas 
affected by Federal activities. It is unthinkable that the Federal 
Government would shirk its responsibilities to the communities in 
which it is located by the enactment of H.R. 7140. It is my hope that 
my appearance before you this morning will help you to gain an in- 
sight into the tremendous problems that confront county officials in 
areas so heavily affected by Federal activities. 

Dr. David S. Jenkins, our county superintendent of schools, is here 
with me this morning and will go into greater detail as to the effects 
of H.R. 7140 upon the school system of Anne Arundel County. 

Anne Arundel County has often been termed “the bedroom of both 
Baltimore and Washington.” Our increase in population during the 
past decade has been truly astounding and, as I am sure the committee 
can appreciate, has resulted in an increased demand for services. Our 
once almost entirely rural county is now becoming a teeming suburban 
community with increasing numbers of housing developments, shop- 
ping centers, and schools. This change has not been an easy one for 
our citizens and without the assistance of Public Laws 815 and 874 
the steady improvement that has been made in our schools in the face 
of the tremendous rise in pupil load would have been impossible. 

I realize that much of what I have said thus far is applicable to 
many communities in our country not directly affected by Federal 
activities. Anne Arundel County, however, since World War II, has 
seen Federal expansion on the increase in terms of personnel. It is 
my understanding that one of the principal reasons for the enactment 
of Public Laws 815 and 874 was to provide assistance when the Fed- 
eral Government creates a sudden impact upon surrounding commu- 
nities. Apparently the present administration contends that there are 
no more impact situations and therefore adjusted payments, such as 
proposed in H.R. 7140, are now in order. I am sure that members of 
this committee are aware of the recently completed move by the 
National Security Agency to Fort George G. Meade, Md. Recently, 
1,000 housing units have been constructed and it is my understanding 
that an additional 1,100 units will be necessary for NSA personnel. 

Negotiations have been recently completed with Fort Meade by the 
board of education for the leasing of 19 World War II-type barracks 
in order that 900 children of the seventh and eighth grades will be able 
to receive an education. It is estimated that these children will have 
to utilize barracks facilities for a period of a year anda half. Of the 
900 children who will be assigned to the barracks, 53 percent are 
federally connected pupils. As regrettable as this situation is, with- 
out the hope offered by Public Laws 815 and 874, the situation could 
well become permanent in nature. Clearly, the location of NSA in 
Anne Arundel County has created an impact that the local com- 
munity is unable to absorb. 

I wish to make one thing perfectly clear. Federal installations do 
bring benefits to the communities in which they are located. However, 








ie oe ee Oe a oe oe ee ee eee 











ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 93 


I feel most strongly that the direct and indirect contributions of Fed- 
eral projects to local regions do not compensate for the loss of revenues 
from the tax exemption of Federal properties and for the increase 
brought about in the cost of local government. The Federal Govern- 
ment has clearly recognized its responsibility in this respect and its 
limited financial assistance has made the situation tolerable, but has 
certainly not eliminated it. If the assistance presently provided by 
Public Laws 815 and 874 be withdrawn or substantially reduced, un- 
questionably the situation would become intolerable. Any reduction 
in Federal assistance for current operation of our schools, it seems to 
me, will invariably be followed by a drop in quality and scope of 
educational opportunities because the community is unable to replace 
the withdrawn Federal funds. We are, of course, genuinely concerned 
about working conditions, benefits and pay scales of our Federal em- 
ployees. Are we now to say to the Federal employee: “As a result 
of your being located in a federally impacted community, the quality 
of education your child will receive will be substandard”? I know 
that the committee will not tolerate this, since there is nothing as im- 
portant to the average father and mother as the securing of a good, 
sound education for their children. 

Once again, Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you for this opportunity 
to appear before your committee. Dr. Jenkins will not comment, 
as I have indicated earlier, in greater detail on the effect upon our 
school system if this proposed legislation be enacted. Inasmuch as 
there is considerable interest in Anne Arundel County for the con- 
tinuation of Public Laws 815 and 874, I would like to requ st that 
the committee allow resolutions and communications that are being 
received to be inserted into the record. 

Mr. BattEy. Without objection, they will be accepted for inclusion. 

Now, Dr. Jenkins, you may proceed with your statement from the 
educational standpoint. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID S. JENKINS, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD. 


Mr. Jenxins. Again I welcome this opportunity to testify before 
the committee, since I believe that the committee should know some of 
the details concerning the operation of the school system in one of 
the communities quite heavily affected by Federal activities. 

Maryland operates as a county unit. That sort of administrative 
unit is foreign to most States. 

Mr. Battery. We have it. 

Mr. Jenkins. West Virginia, Louisiana, and two or three others. 

We have experienced considerable growth in the county, partly due 
to Federal activity. 

In 1940 we had about 12,000 children. We will open the doors in 
September with about 40,000. 

art of this is due to expanding Federal activities; part of it due to 
new activities. 

If you look at the map in my presentation you will see that Anne 
Arundel County has more than 17,000 acres of land owned by the 
Government, upon which the following Government agencies are 
located—the U.S. Naval Academy, U.S. Naval Experimental Station, 
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the high-powered radio station, Fort George G. Meade, the U.S. Coast 
Guard Depot, the U.S. Army Ordnance Depot, the U.S. Naval Acad- 
emy Dairy, the National Security Administration office building, 
which I understand is the very largest in the world, and three Nike 
stations. 

Mr. Bamey. If the gentleman will allow the Chair to interrupt, 
it makes one wonder just who will pay the taxes out there. 

Mr. Jenkins. That is a question with us, too. 

Rather than speak in general terms concerning the amendments to 
815 and 874, I would rather tell you briefly how the location of more 
than 17,000 acres of Government-owned property, valued at approxi- 
mately $350 million affects the support of our school system. 

To begin with, at the present time we have 7,043 federally con- 
nected children. Toward the cost of educating these children we 
receive from the Federal Government $635,897. While we have been 
receiving Federal aid for these children fewer than 10 years, Anne 
Arundel County has been paying the cost of providing schools for 
these children for many years. Funds for educating federally con- 
nected children for more than 100 years have been Sevied upon the 
property of the people living in Anne Arundel County, for example, 
to educate children from the U.S. Naval Academy. Fort Meade was 
established in 1918, and the U.S. Coast Guard Depot was founded 
more than 50 years ago. 

Mr. Barry. Have you never until this law became effective ever 
gotten any Federal assistance to educate those youngsters ? 

Mr. Jenxrns. To the best of my knowledge, no. 

The people of Anne Arundel County in former years have never 
Someone paying the cost of educating federally connected children. 

n past years, schools were poor and inexpensive. The cost of pro- 
viding other public services, since few were demanded, was corre- 
spondingly low. At the present time, however, the people are de- 
manding more and better public services. Over most of the country 
our citizens expect better schools, roads, law enforcement, et cetera, 
and in most communities people are willing to pay for these improved 
services. This trend can be met in communities with sufficient assess- 
able wealth. In other communities where certain conditions peculiar 
to the community prevent the provision of these services on a high 
level, there is general dissatisfaction. Anne Arundel County is one 
of these less privileged communities. It ranks, at the last report of 
the State department of education, 17th from the top among the 23 
counties in amount of assessable wealth back of each child. The rea- 
sons can be simply stated : 

1. Anne Arundel County is “the bedroom of Baltimore and Wash- 
ington.” 

2. Within Anne Arundel County are located a great many Federal 
establishments. 

I am convinced that few communities can provide the public serv- 
ices demanded by the people unless tax support is available from the 
houses in which the people live and from the industries in which they 
work. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. Both of you gentlemen seem to be stressing 
that the Federal Government is doing your county serious harm. 
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I can understand the argument that if the Federal Government 
takes over property and pays no taxes that they are not carrying their 
own weight. 

How do you argue that the National Security Agency and the people 
that it brings into your county are not assets ¢ 

Surely they will be living in taxable property. 

You say taxes on houses themselves are not sufficient, but I do not 
see how you can say that the Federal Government has any obligation 
to support over and above what taxes the Federal employees pay. 

Why are they an obligation because they have activity in the area? 

Mr. Jenkins. In few of the communities of this country do the 
houses in which people live pay the cost of educating one child in 
school. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. That may be, but we do not automatically turn 
to the Federal Treasury to help us out. So far we have not. We have 
not found the answer here in Washington. 

Mr. Jenkins. In many of these communities they have industries 
that complement the tax returns in the communities where this is 
true. 

Mr. Frevincuvysen. Is that not your fault? Surely it is not the 
Federal Government’s fault. I imagine there are some Federal activi- 
ties that benefit from an industrial point of view. Surely you are not 
blaming us for the fact your county has not brought industry in to 
a support the residences and provide you with an adequate taxable 

ase. 

Mr. Jenkins. That can be demonstrated in this way: 

Annapolis, with St. John’s College and the Naval Academy, long 
has been known as a college town, and bringing industries into the 
town was frowned upon pretty much by the college authorities—the 
Naval Academy and St. John’s College. 

As a consequence jt is considered a college town and was not getting 
industries. We were poor, indeed, since the Naval Academy itself 
takes up by far the most valuable part of the property within the 
ga Ae It takes practically all of the waterfront. 

r. FRELINGHUYSEN. You cannot apply that to the whole county. 
Most of Annapolis is used either for residences or residential purposes, 
but they may have a particular problem. That does not apply to the 
whole county. 

Mr. Jenxins. Let me pursue this and get back to the question 
afterward. I think the rest of my statement might cover that. 

If I may pursue this and come back to it—— 

Mr. FreLincHuysen. I am anxious to have you pursue it, Dr. 
Jenkins. 

Mr. Jenkins. We know that the taxes levied on most of the houses 
in this county (Anne Arundel) do not pay for the support of the 
public schools, let alone for the many other services which must be 
rendered, and taxes from the business and manufacturing establish- 
ments, et cetera, are therefore necessary. 

The effect of the location of large industries in any community is 
easily demonstrated. In one community near Detroit, the tax on real 
estate is $1 per $1,000, as contrasted to the present rate of $15.30 per 
$1,000 collected in Anne Arundel County, at the present time, for 
schools alone. 
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If the Federal Government and the officials of Anne Arundel County 
were to appoint assessors to evaluate the Federal property within 
the limits of the county for tax purposes, I believe that the value of 
this property would approximate $350 million, and if it were put on 
the tax esi at 60 percent of its value, i.e., $210 million, and taxed 
at the current school rate of $1.53, it would bring Anne Arundel County 
$3,213,000 for schools alone, as compared to the $635,897 we are now 
receiving. The general county tax from Anne Arundel County is $1.96, 
or $19.60 per $1,000. As a consequence, if the total tax rate were 
applied, and the Federal Government considered it equitable to pay 
its share of the cost of all of the services deemed necessary by the 
community, we would be in a much better financial position. 

Anne Arundel County is not unmind ful of the benefits of the present 
grant of Federal funds. These moneys supplement local taxes to the 
— where we would be poor indeed without them. On the other 

and, Anne Arundel County has the lowest per pupil operating cost 
in the State of Maryland, as shown by the table attached hereto. At 
this time the county approaches the limit of its borrowing capacity. 
Growing as it is from 2,500 to 3,000 children per year, it is becoming 
increasingly embarrassed by its inability to provide the necessary 
additional schools and at the same time cooler all other essential 
services. The future, then, looks black. The board of education, for 
example, with increasing demands for money to amortize bond issues, 
will be less able in the future to provide adequate funds for the main- 
tenance and operation of its schools unless very appreciable increases 
in taxes are drawn from the people. 

If the Federal Government wishes to attract to, and hold in public 
service responsible people, it must help us to provide quality education 
for their children. 

Approval by the Congress of House bill 7140 would reduce the 
amount being received by Anne Arundel County by $99,635.50. 

That may partially answer the question. 

Mr. Fre_incuuysen. | am afraid it does not. You seem to be say- 
ing it would be nice to have some proposal in view of taxes, that the 
Government might face up to a responsibility amounting to perhaps 
five times as much as you now receive. 

You have every right to argue that the Federal Government should 
be carrying more of the load. In my own congressional district there 
are large Government holdings which, again, do not carry their load, 
and the surrounding communities are affected thereby. 

I can understand that argument. 

However, I do not understand why you say “because we have no 
industry something is created.” You say you are the bedroom of 
Baltimore and Washington. My part of New Jersey is a bedroom for 
New York. Second, you say there are many Federal establishments. 

The fact there are Federal establishments in itself does not seem 
to me—unless you can explain it to me—does not seem to me neces- 
sarily to create an undue burden. 

I can understand if there is a sudden impact, as Mr. Wilde just 
pointed out, such as produced by the National Security Agency, and 
recognition is made of a sudden impact; but why do you assume there 
is a continuing and large-scale obligation because you have low assess- 
able? It is not because Federal installations are there that you cannot 
bring in industry, surely. 
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Mr. Jenxins. I will attempt to answer that in this way. Where 
there are people there are children and where there are children there 
is need for schools. 

When the Federal Security Administration moves in with somewhere 
between 10,000 and 15,000 people, it brings in that many more chil- 
dren, and there is a tendency of people in Anne Arundel County to 
live in low-cost housing. 

If the National Security Administration were an industry, we then 
would have the dual support of schools from the houses in which 
they live and that industry. 

Now, if the National Security Administration had not moved in we 
would not have those children. 

I can represent that thought in another sense and in another way. 
About 5 years ago, the Bethlehem Steel Co. paid into the treasury 
of Baltimore County more money than we collected from all the 
houses in Anne Arundel County for the support of public schools; 
so that if the National Security Administration were an industry we 
would be in a much better financial position than we are at the moment. 
to carry the load of all the services that must be rendered to ten or 
fifteen thousand people—schools, roads, and other governmental serv- 
ices—since we get nothing in the way of taxes if it were not for these 
two laws. 

Mr. Fre.tincHuysen. You are only arguing the obvious. No one 
can argue that it would be helpful if you got Bethlehem Steel in 
your county. No one argues that a Federal installation does not pro- 
vide you with taxes that an industry would. 

3ut I do not think the fact that your neighbors have a plum which 
relieves them of considerable tax bills is any reason why you should 
turn to us for help. Perhaps one of your answers is to go out and 
seek some industry in your county. 

I am not saying we do not have an obligation to meet an immediate 
impact. The fact that it is immediate, the fact that it creates prob- 
lems, of course creates along with it a Federal obligation to help you 
out, both in building the schools and in operating them, I think there 
is no possibility we will eliminate 815 and 874. Those programs have 
been in effect and have benefited both Mr. Lankford’s strict and 
my own for as many years as the program has been going. 

But I do not think, again, that you can charge that aS the 
Federal installations are in the area you have a low assessable wealth. 
It does not mean you have the big wealth you would have if Bethle- 
hem Steel were in the district, but the fact that Bethlehem Steel is 
not in your district is not an argument for you to come to us and say 
you have to have help. Your people are demanding more services 
than they are used to. 

They are in many other cases where there is not the advantage of 
a Federal installation which leads to the distribution of Federal 
money. 

Mr. Bammer. Will the gentleman from New Jersey yield to the 
Chair? 

Mr. FretiIncuuysen. Gladly. 

Mr. Batter. I would like to get some information in the record 
here. 

You say your annual increase in enrollment is approximately 
2,500 ? 
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Mr. Jenxtns. Between 2,500 and 3,000. 

Mr. Bamzy. What is your housing situation, the school-housing 
situation ? 

Mr. Jenxrns. For the past 10 years we have built about $38 million 
in schools. 

Mr. Bamwery. What is your situation regarding your bonding 
capacity ? 

r. JENKINS. We have attempted to keep our indebtedness within 
10 percent of the assessable wealth of the county, and it has been 
awfully difficult. 

In the fourth district of the county, where Fort Meade is located, 
we have one of our most serious problems. At the moment we are 
building an elementary school there, remodeling and enlarging an- 
other, and building a $214 million junior high school. 

Mr. Bamey. Getting grants under 815? 

Mr. Jenkins. Getting some revenue from Public Law 815, yes, 
sir, but I think it is only about a third. 

Mr. Barry. How many pupils will you have inadequately housed ? 

Mr. Jenxrns. As a result of the impact of this expansion of Meade 
and NSA you have this situation that Mr. Wilde described to you of 
running 21 Army barracks. 

Mr. Baitey. That is something new that you have to meet and this 
is the first year? They are just moving in? 

Mr. Jenxins. That is right. 

We have done that before. In the past we have rented 14 Army 
barracks to take care of a junior high school group, I think in 1950. 
You can see this is a continuing situation. 

Where you have Federal activity the tendency is for those things 
to grow. 

ile the Federal Government helps us on a continuing basis on 
maintenance and operation funds, the money we have to spend—— 

Mr. Batrey. If those barracks were not available to be converted 
into classroom facilities your fiscal condition in the county would 
not meet the demand on new construction. 

Mr. Jenxtns. The high schools would be on half session. We are 
paying the Federal Government $3,200 a year for those barracks. 

Mr. Fre_incHuysen. Apart from—— 

Mr. Battery. Just a moment, please. You mean to tell me that you 
are renting these barracks from the Federal Government ? 

Mr. JENKINs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barry. Why? 

Mr. Jenxins. Well, I think 

Mr. Battey. Why the charge? 

Mr. Jenxrtns. The Fort Meade authorities bent over backward to 
try to provide those facilities for us at no cost, but the agency in 

ashington which has charge of Federal real estate—— 

Mr. Battery. General Services Administration ? 

Mr. Jenxtns. I think that is the agency. They could not see their 
way clear to let us have those without a rental. 

oe Battey. Were there any any other opportunities of occupying 
them ? 

Mr. JeNxtns. We are not objecting, Mr. Bailey. We are very 
happy that we can get those barracks and make a full school and day 
available to the youngsters involved. 
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Mr. Battery. I cannot see the idea of rental being charged. 

Mr. JENKINS. We are not objecting to the rental. We have to pay 
rent for any property we might have to get. 

Mr. Battery. Have you concluded your regular presentation ? 

Mr. JenkKINS. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barter. Do the other gentlemen have comments to make? 

Mr. Jenkins. I don’t think so. 

I want to wind up with the statement that Mr. Frelinghuysen and 
I never will agree on the premise of substitution of Federal activities 
for industry. 

We have no control over location of industry. Neither de we have 
control over location of Federal activities that come into the county. 

The location of additional and continuing Federal activities in the 
county will continue to cost the people of the county a great deal more 
money. 

For example, where we build a new building, such as we are build- 
ing now, in the nature of a junior high school in the fourth district, 
the bonds have to be paid off and the interest has to be paid on those 
bonds, and the high school there primarily is being built because of 
Federal impact. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I don’t know what Dr. Jenkins said about 
our being in disagreement. I fully recognize, and I have already 
said, that the Federal Government has a certain obligation. I am 
just trying to clarify in my own mind what you think that obligation 
1s. 

I am not sure, apart from what NSA might have done to your 
student load, how much impact the Federal Government has caused, 
and to what extent your growth has been the normal, natural growth 
of a bedroom community, with which so far, at least, the Federal Gov- 
ernment has not developed any responsibility. 

I am all in favor of. developing more responsibility and a general 
responsibility on the part of the Federal Government in the con- 
struction of schools, entirely apart from what responsibility there 
might be in the so-called impacted areas, but we have not been able 
to agree on any kind of a reasonable program, so I do not know neces- 
sarily that we are in disagreement. 

I do think that it is futile for you to say you have no control over 
whether or not you get industries into a whole county. It seems to 
me part of the responsibility of an energetic county is to try to sup- 
plement and provide a balance so that revenues are not entirely from 
residents in a particular area. In a particular town such as Anna- 
polis there will be in. imbalance which has to be corrected by either 
the county or State, and I would assume not necessarily at the Federal ° 
level at all. 

I don’t know whether you have any kind of program of State aid 
which might correct the imbalance to which you refer. 

All of these things cannot be loaded on to the impacted program. 
That is my point. 

The fact that the Federal Government is not coming anywhere near 
up to the level it would be if it were an industry is neither here nor 
there. There is no possibility that I can see that we will recognize an 
obligation to stand as a taxpayer and pay what would be regular, 
normal tax bills that would be paid if the Federal Government were 
an industry. 
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Mr. Jenxrns. Federally connected children in 1952 numbered 3,105. 

Federally connected in this past year are 7,043. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. To what is that growth attributed? 

Mr. Jenkins. Those are federally connected children only. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. How do you account for the growth! 

Mr. Jenkins. The number of pupils enrolled. 

Mr. FretincHuysen. Where do they come from? 

Mr. Jenxrns. Mostly in the Fort Meade area. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. There has been a recent growth in the Fort 
Meade area ? 

Mr. Jenxrns. It has been a gradual growth. 

This last year we picked up 1,000 children. 

Mr. Fretineuvuysen. That is not so gradual. I would call that 
considerable. 

Mr. Jenkins. That is all Federal now. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. I would call that a considerable growth. 
That is from Fort Meade alone? 

Mr. Jenkins. Most of it is, about 90 percent. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The committee appreciates your presence here and your presenting 
your problems. 

Mr. Srixz. I would like to bring the Prince Georges delegation 
before you, and also Mr. Norman Lawrence. 

Mr. Battery. Will the Prince Georges County officials come for- 
ward ¢ 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. MATHIAS 


Mr. Marutas. I am Robert B. Mathias. I am general counsel for 
the Board of County Commissioners for Prince Georges County and 
I am here in behalf of the governmental officials, County Commis- 
sioners of Prince Georges County. 

I believe there has been distributed to you a statement by Mr. Her- 
bert W. Reichelt who has requested my presence here in his behalf. 

Mr. Reichelt is active in the National Municipal Association of the 
United States and finds it necessary that he be present in Detroit, 
Mich., at their annual convention, and he requested that I present to 
you gentlemen, in behalf of the county commissioners, his statement. 

It is apparent to me that time is material here this morning, and 
I do not think it is necessary for me to read Mr. Reichelt’s statement. 

He wishes to extend to the committee his appreciation for this 
opportunity, and unless there are material questions which this com- 
mittee might have with reference to his statement, for the purpose 
of getting to the meat and substance of the proposal, House bill 
7140, as the attorney for the board of county commissioners I do not 
feel that I could add to Mr. Reichelt’s statement in any way, and 
unless it is the desire of the committee or its chairman that I read 
it I would respectfully submit for the benefit of the committee that 
Mr. Schmidt, who is superintendent of our schools, is in a position to 
best present the impact with reference to education. 

Mr. Bairey. Without objection we will accept the statement in 
question and have it appear as though it had been presented by the 
gentleman offering it for presentation. 
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(Mr. Reichelt’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT BY HERBERT W. REICHELT, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF COUNTY COMMIS- 
SIONERS, PRINCE GEORGES CoUNTY, MD., PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAws 
815 AND 874, AS AMENDED 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Herbert W. 
Reichelt and I appear here in the capacity of president, Board of County Com- 
missioners of Prince Georges County, Md. May I express my appreciation to 
you for this opportunity to present on behalf of the citizens and particularly 
the 66,000 schoolchildren of Prince Georges County, information depicting the 
need for continued financial aid from the Federal Government if the schools of 
Prince Georges County are to house the children adequately. 


GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION AND POPULATION GROWTH OF PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY 


In order to orient this committee as to our geographical location, may I say 
that Prince Georges County surrounds the District of Columbia on the north- 
east, east, and southeastern sides, actually on all its land sides except for a 
portion continguous to another Maryland county. It follows from this geo- 
graphical location that naturally our major centers of population are adjacent 
to the source of Federal employment, the city of Washington. Major highways 
to Washington from the south, east, and northeast traverse the county, with 
additional facilities now in the planning stage. With the ease of commuting 
provided by new roads, the population of the county has grown so rapidly that 
our county has been referred to as one of the fastest growing in the United 
States. Indeed, reference to table I will indicate that from 1950 to date this 
480-square-mile area has increased by nearly 170,000 people, more people than 
found altogether in such cities as Mobile, Ala., Pasadena, Calif., St. Petersburg, 
Fla., Savannah, Ga., South Bend, Ind., Kansas City, Kans., Dearborn, Mich., 
Knoxville, Tenn., or Phoenix, Ariz. Total population in our county of 362,000 
indicates we are larger than comparable cities like Sacramento, Calif., H:irtford, 
Conn., Miami, Fla., Des Moines, lowa, Baton Rouge, La., Grand Rapids, Mich., 
Omaha, Nebr., Jersey City, N.J., Syracuse, N.Y., Oklahoma City, Okla., Nashville, 
Tenn., and many others. Furthermore, all statistical sources point to a con- 
tinual growth over the next decade, so that by 1965 the estimated population 
will approximate 480,000. 

With this increase in population there has been a corresponding increase in 
the construction of houses, roads, commercial establishments, and business firms, 
so that as a result the assessment base for the levy of taxes has grown. This 
growth of a diversified nature has resulted in attendant problems pertaining 
to the expenditure of public funds for the proper administration of county gov- 
ernmental agencies. My objective here is to present clearly the significant 
conclusion that tillable farmland left in its productive stage means less gov- 
ernmental expenditure for agency service than that same land area seething 
with people living in a metropolitan status demanding the agency services 
necessary in the urban way of life. There is a direct parallelism between the 
increase in population and the increase in the cost of all governmental services. 
Table II represents the budgeted funds of four selected county governmental 
agencies as indicated by the need for an increase as the county population 
increased. These four agencies are typical of the many other agencies that 
comprise a county budget and for which funds must be provided. Our super- 
intendent of schools has prepared similar tables for educational expenditures 
and I have left education from these typical agency costs. Using 1948 as a 
date following World War II when the current expansion era began, you will 
note that in each agency there is an indisputable corollary between population 
growth and the need for governmental services. Table II also shows the per- 
centage of the total amount of the budget that these four selected agencies cost. 
While we all recognize the paramount significance of schools and education in 
a democratic society and while this agency requires the major proportion of 
funds in the budget, it is also imperative and propitious that cognizance be 
taken of the monetary needs necessary for the efficient administration of all 
county governmental services. Particular attention in table II is directed to 
law and order as it will be noted that in a decade it has cost almost six times 
as much to administer this department since the population increased. Roads 
and highways cost over five times the original amount; health and welfare, three 
and one-half times; and the overall county administration to direct the affairs 
of such a rapidly growing area has advanced almost eight times. It is an abso- 
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lute truism that all agencies must share in the distribution of tax funds received 
from the citizenry, and these four selected agencies indicate how the cost has 
increased in each as the population increased. 





1962 = 1965 


TaBLe II.—Four selected county governmental agencies 
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To further point out the indisputable premise that population increase 
causes additional costs for governmental administration, table III represents 
three selected governmental functions that have come about or have multiplied 
merely because of population increase. These three have been selected from a 
multitudinous list as they are typical of a county of 360,000 people, are among 
services needed in a growing area, and are services demanded by a taxpaying 
group in a metropolitan area. 


TABLE III.—Three selected governmental functions 
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It will be noted that a function such as recreation, begun since 1948, yet today 
has continued to receive a substantial allocation and has all the appearances of 
continuing to increase. Public library services have an allocation today over 
10 times its origianl amount primarily because the people demand the service and 
an allocation of tax dollars must be made. Another function is that of volunteer 
firefighting by volunteers from community supported firehouses using com- 
munity equipment. While almost totally self-sustaining through local fund- 
raising schemes, today the county government finds it must allecate tax dollars 
to help in this tremendous undertaking. Naturally as the number of houses, 
schools, churches, commercial buildings, and other structures increase, the 
more necessary it is for an allocation of county tax funds to be made for this 
service. This definitely reflects that growth of a county does not mean more 
taxes for schools only but that other required services must be provided, too. 

In order to avoid any misunderstanding regarding the place of importance in 
which the county commissioners hold the county responsibility for education, I 
have had prepared for study here another table indicating the percentage of all 
county budgetary expenditures that education represents. In other words, my 
board has been aware of the need for school facilities, better teacher salaries, and 
a more encompassing educational program and we have made available to the 
board of education every dollar possible in keeping with prudent deliberation and 
perspicacious discretion. 

From table IV, it will be observed that the county has continually provided 
the major proportion of its tax funds to the board of education and that the only 
restraining factor prohibiting an even larger percentage has been the exercise 
of judicial allocation of funds to the other pertinent and needed services that 
must operate in a county having a citizenry numbering 360,000. To phrase it 
another way, I am striving to make clear that in a growing county there is a 
mandatory need for tax funds to provide the indispensable services needed in the 
civilized and democratic life of today that all of us enjoy and that other agencies 
as well as schools must be assigned the proper allocation of funds. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I thank you for allowing 
me to appear before you to present this information and it is my sincere hope 
and plea that you gentlemen in your deliberation will consider the plight. of 
geographical areas such as Prince Georges County, Md., and as a result, financial 
aid from the Federal Government will be forthcoming and the greatest assets of 
America, its children, will benefit immeasurably. 
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TABLE 1V.—County budget 







1959 = 


Tor Losers 9450:6 
ve ececenre: #07: 
51 <0. e:0:6: 

" sae te — ———— 1 
=e x <P Oe RAPA 
sn sense ne 

* oe | 
ween cesses: 

195) BOS SAN IR RAT 
Sele ne amo 

wag 


1951 Bs oe KS< RODS 








1958 










1956 










1953 





1952 



































L-— « =. = 2 -. -.. oS eo oe oe 
(Millions of Dollars) 
XXX represents Schools 

Mr. Marutas. Several observations that have become apparent to 
me as counsel, questions that the committee has projected to previous 
witnesses. 

Just in emphasis on this statement which is now part of the record, 
you will note that the county of Prince Georges has, and I refer to 

table 2 on page 2 of the statement, continuously i increased its responsi- 
bility for the administration of government. 

In table 2 you will note that beginning with the year 1948 we 
have had a horrible increase in financial responsibility for all types 
of services. Education is included in that. 

We have taken in table 3 several selected governmental functions 
in addition to the four indicated in table 2 and set them out statisti- 
cally for your committee’s consideration. 
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Then referring to what would be page 5 of Mr. Reichelt’s statement, 
table 1, population growth, we here get into the root of the problem, 
I believe, in that if you will note, beginning with the year 1940 and 
going through 1956, we have had a very rapid, I would say unusually 
rapid growth in population inconsistent with other counties through- 
out the United States. 

The specific reasons for that growth we cannot presently and spe- 
cifically identify, but it is contended, I am sure, that this population 
growth, being abnormal as it is, that we cannot reasonably at the pres- 
ent time and specifically state why it is. 

We believe that a great portion of our population has moved from 
the city of Washington, and the only other reason for it is that people 
who might come in and work for the Federal Government locate in 
our county, which is adjacent on the northeast, east and southeast side 
of the city of Washington, and while the gentleman from Anne 
Arundel Count has identified their county as the bedroom of Wash- 
ington and Baitiniore, we find ourselves in a somewhat comparable 
position to them. 

We have residential developments, and I might say for the benefit 
of the committee that our board of county commissioners has in the 
past recognized the desirability of industry. 

We presently are expending in our budget, and have for the last 
several years, a rather large sum of money to induce industry. We 
are out on the market. We are bidding against other counties and 
States. We recognize this situation. 

We have our board of county commisioners which has taken the 
leadership in rezoning practically every stick of land adjacent to the 
Pennsylvania Railroad as it goes by our county, and in conjunction 
with the U.S. Chamber of Commerce as it presently exists in our 
county in its several organizations we have established a committee 
to go out and seek industry. 

Unfortunately we have not yet been able to acquire industry as 
such, as was pointed out, in Baltimore County and in other counties. 

The problem presented here is this: We believe we are charging not 
a fair tax, but a tax collection in excess of other residential areas 
throughout the United States. 

I can specifically state that Prince Georges County, even after all 
these efforts, has Safeway storage, Giant storage, terminal refrigera- 
tion, directing your attention to specific examples of this situation. 
The Kenilworth interchange, which you have seen as you come into 
Washington, recently rezoned a vast area for industrial. 

It will be years before that is properly developed, but our gov- 
ernment officials are taking leadership. Not only are we saying we 
do not have it, but we are doing something to get it. 

In the interim period what are we to do? 

The important fact is that we must educate children. 

We have, and we are presently reaching our limit, if you please, 
on the bond market. 

As an attorney, who is fighting this problem for the commissioners 
at this time, we are confronted with going on the market for $9 million 
worth more, and I might observe that what this Congress does with 
reference to increase of interest rates will affect the cost of the county 
in the present bond market. 
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Mr. Battery. The Chair is very much aware of that situation. 

Mr. Maruias. We have gone into this financial obligation. 

With one point—when you go out and seek industry, and I have in 
behalf of the committee worked with them to induce industry, is inter- 
ested in a tax rate. 

If we could have gotten industry before educational requirements 
increased taxes, it would be easy to get. 

Recognizing this present dilemma we find ourselves in, and it is 
an impact problem, maybe not at the concept of this original contri- 
bution by the Federal Government with some relationship to a war 
Pee, we still have this transition period which is presently still 
with us. 

Mr. Fre_tncuuysen. I am delighted to hear that your county is 
trying to get industry in to balance the heavy load on residences. 

My own congressional district has somewhat the same character- 
istics as your own. It has grown tremendously. Part of that growth 
is industrial, so perhaps we are not quite in so bad a way. 

Your argument, basically, is that because the growth has been 
rapid, and because some of these new residents are Federal employees, 
that the Federal Government has some obligation to help you out 
over this interim period. 

It is that I am trying to find out about. Why is there a Federal 
obligation because these are Federal employees ? 

Apart from the fact that the growth has been rapid and the Fed- 
eral employees have contributed in large part to the growth, is there 
something that is undesirable about them or something that creates 
an obligation on the part of the Federal Government to help support 
these people ? 

Aren’t they as much taxpayers because they work for the Federal 
Government as they would be if they worked for a private company ? 

Mr. Maruias. No, sir. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Why not? 

Mr. Martutas. The gentleman from Anne Arundel County hit it on 
the head. When you have a basis for income you have a comparable 
situation in the District of Columbia. 

When you have a basis for the collection of taxes, you have resi- 
dential facilities. In addition thereto you have the place where those 
people are employed. They refer to the Space Agency, for example, 
which is immediately adjacent to Prince Georges County in Anne 
Arundel County. 

In addition, you have the Security Administration. 

If that were industry, first we, the State of Maryland, and the 
county of Prince Georges, would collect a very sizable amount of 
taxes from them as an industry. 

In addition we have a personal property tax in the State of Mary- 
land on such industry. 

In addition we have a real estate tax. 

What do we get in the State of Maryland or Prince Georges County 
for such governmental installations? We get the tax, and not just a 
real estate tax on this industrial facility itself and the resident. Also, 
we have increased our real estate tax in Prince Georges County; we 
have increased our sales tax in the State of Maryland; we have in- 
creased every source of taxes in order to provide these facilities. We 
have not remained idle. 
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Mr. Frevincuvuysen. Nothing I am saying is in derogation of what 
you have been doing. I am sure what you have been doing has been 
excellent. 

I am just saying this: ee Bethlehem Steel were immediately 
adjacent to your county. You would get the burden of the or 
living in your area and working in that company. You would get 
heres hey the tax benefits. The adjoining county would get the tax 

nefits. 

Yet you do not expect that Bethlehem Steel will recognize it has 
an obligation, because people live in your area to support the schools 
in that area. 

Perhaps it should be distributed wider than the county in which 
they happen to live, but why, using the same reasoning, is there an 
obligation on the part of the Federal Government to extend to the 
adjoining areas a distribution of funds unless you can get a di- 
rect relationship, such as the ownership of land or some direct 
responsibility. 

he mere influx of population in itself would not create an 
obligation. 

r. Marutas. In the State of Maryland, this industry you speak of 
in Baltimore County—a vast percentage of our money for education 
comes from the State. You may rest assured that that portion which 
Baltimore County collects from Bethlehem Steel is excellent, but in 
addition Bethlehem Steel pays to the State, and Mr. Schmidt will sub- 
stantiate this, but about 45 percent of the moneys for education in our 
budget comes from State sources. Therefore, this industry of which 
you speak definitely would be contributing to this income basis. 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. Your plight is not as serious as you would 
make out even though you are primarily a residential county. What 
is happening is what should happen. 

The State recognizes there are special problems and it helps equalize 
the load and reduce the burden that you would otherwise have to pay 
because you are primarily residential in character, 

Mr. Marutas. That is precisely correct. When we find the Federal 
Government in the category of Bethlehem Steel, they pay nothing. 
We have gotten to the crux of the overall situation. 

It is not just NSA or the Space Agency, but the influx of Federal 
employees. 

My father worked for the Federal Government for 40 years—and 
my four brothers and myself. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. He paid taxes? 

Mr. Marutas. Certainly, real estate taxes. He came here because 
of his employment in the Federal Government, if you please. 

Therefore, when we analyze tax structure, basic principal points on 
which taxes may be collected, we are devoid of the collection of State 
mee there and we are devoid of collecting county taxes to meet this 

urden. 

Mr. Batter. The Chair is interested in this discussion but we would 
like to have some of the more basic facts. 

If you do not mind 

Mr. Marutas. No, sir. 

I will present Mr. William S. Schmidt, superintendent of schools 
for Prince Georges County. 
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Mr. Batter. Mr. Schmidt has been connected with the Prince 
Georges schools in Maryland for many years. He was quite helpful 
and active in the original drafting of this legislation. 

While I have not been in as close touch with him over the past 6 or 
8 years as I was at the time we drafted this legislation, I know he has 
done a magnificent job out in Prince Georges County in keeping the 
heads of the schools above water in spite of all the complications, Fed- 
eral facilities, and what have you, so I am glad he will be able to give 
us some basic facts. 

You may proceed, Mr. Schmidt. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. SCHMIDT 


Mr. Scumipr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 


I have prepared a statement, but with your permission I would like 
to let the statement stand for itself and speak to you about the 
problem. 


Mr. Battery. It will be accepted for inclusion in the record. 
(Mr. Schmidt’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT BY WILLIAM S. SCHMIDT, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, PRINCE 
GeorGES CoUNTY, Mp., oN PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAws 815 ANp 874, 
AS AMENDED 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am William S. Schmidt, 
superintendent of schools in Prince Georges County, Md. I appreciate this op- 
portunity to offer testimony, for consideration of the committee, regarding H.R. 
7150. It is my hope that some of the points brought out in reference to my 
educational system and county will serve as items illustrating the continued 
necessity of allowing the present laws to function as they now stand. It is my 
firm conviction that this will best serve the interests of the population in areas 
falling under their provisions. 


NATURE OF GENERAL AND SCHOOL POPULATION GROWTH IN PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY 


Prince Georges County has been the scene of phenomenal growth in general 
population in the last 19 years. The steady growth preceding 1940 was one of 
natural and assumed development in any suburban area. The 10-year period 
following this, however, saw an increase from 89,490 in 1940 to 194,182 in 1950. 
The increase from 1950 has followed this pattern of tremendous upsurge with a 
growth from 194,182 to 309,000 in 1956; 313,312 in 1957; 336,753 in 1958; and a 
projected figure of 362,000 in 1959. This climb in general population gives no 
indication of leveling off in the foreseeable future. Table I, “Prince Georges 
County Population Increases Through 1980,” shows a graphic picture of the an- 
ticipated growth in general population during this period and it seems safe to 
assume that it is an adequate indication of what we may expect with the expan- 
sion of Federal agency activity and the decentralization policy now being fol- 
lowed by our Government. 
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TABLE I.—Prince Georges County population increases through 1980 


In this table an effort is made to make one cognizant of the potential popula- 
tion growth expected in the county and, with it, the attendant school enrollment 
problem. 

During this same period of time, the school population of the county was 
following a comparable pattern of growth. In 1940 the school population was 
only 16,420; in 1949 it had climbed to 28,373; in 1956, 53,853; in 1957, 57,151; 
in 1958, 61,074. We are at this time anticipating an enrollment of 66,000 for 
the opening of school in September. 

If we use the following figures for elementary and secondary school enroll- 
ments for the period 1950-58, it shows that in 1962, just 4 years hence, we will be 
serving, in all probability, in excess of 74,900 students. 


TABLE II.—Enrollments, 1950-58 








Year Elementary | Secondary Total Year Elementary | Secondary | Total 
.. eae 20, 254 11, 370 31, 624 || 1955.........- 31, 513 18, 553 50, 066 
| ere 22, 145 12, 649 34, 794 || 1956.........- 33, 238 20, 115 53, 353 
, CAs 24, 340 13, 842 38, 182 |} 1957........-- 35, 411 21, 740 57,151 
=e 27, 320 14, 900 42, 220 || 1958_........- 36, 894 24, 180 61, 074 
29GB ..nsdaccte 29, 466 16, 617 46, 083 
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The accompanying graph further illustrates projected “Public School Enroll- 
ment for the Next 5 Years” and shows that the school population, as expected, 
is showing the same degree of phenomenal growth as the general population 
figures. In addition to this, if we consult the “Table of Resident Births” 
attached, we find we can readily visualize the size of our elementary school 
enrollment 6 years in the future. We must, however, bear in mind that these 
figures make no allowance for increasing growth through further movement 
into the area. It may be of interest to the committee to note that we have found 
from census data that the effect of in-migration is most acutely felt in the 
impact of thousands of children in the age range 7-16 years and decreases with 
the advancing age of children. Stated otherwise, migrants in Prince Georges 
County have been found, in the recent past, to bring larger numbers of low-age 
children with the number decreasing as the age of the children is higher. 


TABLE III.—Public school enroliment for neat 5 years 


This graph indicates vividly the schoolhousing problem that confronts au- 
thorities during the next 5 years. 
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IMPACT OF ENROLLMENT DUE TO FEDERAL CONNECTION 


The enrollment in our schools due to Federal connection has shown a corre- 
spondingly high percentage of growth. Over the last 5 years, there has been 
approximately a 7.4 percent increase in the percentage of federally connected 
students in relation to total enrollment. 


TABLE I1V.—Resident births 


This table present pertinent information as to what may be expected as an 
enrollment figure in the first grade approximately 6 years after the birth date. 


Year: Total | Year—Continued Total | Year—Continued Total 
. | RA 2, 992 ; ee 5, (| , O72 
| es 3, 804 ( es 7, 020 | ee 8, 997 
2 3, 996 . Sa ee 7, 250 ee 9, 416 
eres 4, 243 pe 7, 566 Ie waswnee 9,761 
ee 4, 563 res 7, 687 


The following chart of the 5-year period from 1954 to 1959 makes quite evident 
the constantly increasing number of students in our enrollment whose parents 
are federally connected. 


TABLE V.—Percent growth Federal students 








Total enroll- | Federally Percent of 
Year (as of June 30) ment connected total enroll- 
ment 

Se ois bd tae cansnousevaobwcicbewsnesenasbamedtis 46, 038 13, 390 29 
I Ail ele a i ee a a i ae 49, 740 15, 980 32Yo 
sn ink dag cedeatobases danoshodawersaane sedan nenaae 52, 358 17, 444 33% o 
BAPE BESSRE URE PPT sing bcdadicnnttaadsd waned 56, 050 19, 201 34310 
sia stre cil mealntnciteinn nai til tittis: dick dilianisisinisintantpetgindabmacel 60, 343 22, 069 36Hio 














Thirty-six and four-tenths percent of our last school year’s enrollment was 
federally connected. This represents a growth of 8,679 students in 5 years, or 
60.6 percent of the total growth in this period. With the opening of new agencies 
or the expansion of the present ones, this percentage will increase in the future 
and from what we understand the not-too-distant future. The establishment of 
the projected space agency, the movement from Bolling to Andrews, the comple- 
tion of the Navy Photographic Interpretation Center at Suitland, all will bring 
population and consequent school enrollment growth as well as further interest 
in greater development of already federally owned tax-exempt lands. 

The increase in federally connected students in this 5-year period alone has 
called for an addition of over 340 classrooms. In 1941, county schools occupied 
396 classrooms and in 1958 over 2,000, with students on shift and in areas other 
than classroom locations. This situation existed in spite of our best efforts to 
meet and cope with the expanding need for additional space. 


OUR PRESENT CAPACITY AND FUTURE NEEDS AND PLANS FOR HOUSING STUDENTS 


Our present capacity in our established schools is 56,170 students. Our antici- 
pated enrollment indicates that we will need space for an additional 2,291 ele- 
mentary students and 2,613 secondary students when school ended June 1959. 
Translating this into classroom units, we need, then, 75 additional elementary 
and 105 additional secondary classroom units to adequately and completely 
house our present school enrollment. For the next 5 years we know we can 
expect an overwhelmingly number to enter our county high schools, and we can 
foresee an increase of from 800 to 1,200 more first graders each year than we are 
presently serving. 

Indicated in the figures below are our needs to keep abreast of this growth for 
the next 5 years and the estimated cost of this expansion. 
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TABLE VI.—Rooms and cost, 1958-62 




















Year Elementary | Estimated 

rooms cost 
ERSTE ae) ee ae ae FS ee 7 $2, 747, 400 
SE EE. Oe SESS Ee ee A 38 1, 451, 600 
err Thee, be. or eat eeaeoheawcekbakekesntiok’ 47 1, 881, 000 
EEE RE a a a ee a ae ey eS ca eee 55 2, 093, 800 
RR RR aE SIRES Ce SS, EOE I ETS LES eS aie 1 ee 60 2, 287, 600 
SORTS 2S SE ce Ce ese eee ae ee 275 10, 461, 400 
. ‘Secondary = il 

rooms 

RS ae See ee ee Ee ee re ay 105 5, 012, 700 
ee  bibsemewnesiseauaeunen 113 5, 546, 800 
i Oe at ol eeeuned ab anscsnnioabiione 81 4, 008, 200 
I a a camebenbasins 60 2, 974, 300 
I Re ee Be he Libs ine endo bbabdab<bbobicbbusaench ve 57 2, 871, 400 
a cc ae hel TS Sat nates RC aN | 416 | 20, 413, 400 
Grand total.......... CTT Fe Re ne ae ie 691 | "30, 874, 800 





The figure of 691 represents an increase of about 75 percent of the total class- 
rooms of 1941 and a 39.5-percent increase of our present 2,002 classrooms in 1958. 
This indeed will be a remarkable growth in 5 years but even more remarkable has 
been the over 505-plus percent growth which has taken place in the last 18 years. 
A growth which has been made possible through careful planning emphasizing 
wise utilization of funds. 

Our building program of 27 projects for 1957 has been completed and the cur- 
rent program involving 33 projects is underway. The status of both of these 
programs, indicated in the accompanying charts, will by no means be the answer 
to the future growth we know will take place. It is alarming to note that Oxon 
Hill Senior High, originally planned for 28 classrooms, appears also in the addi- 
tion division with 23 classrooms being added. This was necessary, even before 
the original building was complete, due to unexpected development taking place 
in the area. 

Only the additional funds made available to our county through Federal aid 
has made it possible for us to handle as well as we have the increasing school 
enrollments. Even with the extensive building which has been done, we find 
that we must open in September 1959 with the following facts confronting us: 
(1) Approximately 632 elementary students on shift, (2) 357 elementary students 
in substandard spaces, (3) 8,615 secondary students on shift, and (4) 2,150 sec- 
ondary students following an extended day program. This is in spite of efforts 
to: (1) curtail aspects of the program, (2) shift school boundaries to more 
completely use available space, (3) transport students to areas where space is 
available, (4) shift programs to secondary schools where they can be housed, 
and (5) use every available space in a building. 











ovoliooces 16168SS8SS 


wee 


“ss 


ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 113 


TasLe VII.—Building program of 1957 


lowup on the last building program. 


Information in this table is designed to inform interested citizens in the fol- 




















' 
Name of project Amount Scope | 
allocated 
| 
| 
I. ADDITIONS 
1. Accokeek Elementary_.......----- $92,000 | 4 rooms....-...-.---- weitiesinst ore 
2. District Heights Parkway Ele- pA Ee a eae eerste | 
mentary. 
3. Forestville Elementary.....---..-- 172, 000 |..... SE | 
4. Suitland Elementary-_....--..---- 237,000 | 6 rooms and ‘multipurpose Ceo 5.k | 
5. Morningside Elementary~...-.---.- oad hl. 2 eee ee 
6. Temple Hills Elementary-----.---- 92, 000 |. i nets sien enswdtawenensinne | 
7. Sojourner Truth Elementary-.----- 112, 000 Multipurpose room, grading, and | 
toilets 
8. J. Enos Ray Elementary.-.------- 112,000 | Multipurpose room and grading-----.-- 
9. Seat Pleasant Elementary-.-...-..--- Ce 2 er ee | 
10. Lyndon Hill Elementary-.....---- 120,000 | Multipurpose room....-.-..--------- 
11. Greendale Elementary ----- ice 110, 000 : a aca cnasn cca cebiageies } 
12. High Point High.................- 160, 000 | 4 special rooms................--.-.---] 
13. Northwestern High. ......--..--- 670, 000 | 20 rooms. ----- since ees 
14, See es 260,000 | Shops and cafe > gl Secalaeieted eS <- 
15. Woodley Knolls E lementary ae Se er, 2 ee. oa penaiueniwenibes 
16. Highland Park Elementary. _----- 166,000 | 6 rooms. ..-...-.------ pebbeeceneansed 
7. Adelphi Elementary. --.-....--.-.-- SE TL 5 atin ob obo ndeneareneuneocuas 
Il, NEW SCHOOLS 
1. Thomas Addison Elementary. - --- 430, 000 | 10 rooms, multipurpose room, and site 
2. McCormick Elementary. -------- 420,000 | 14 rooms, multipurpose room__._.----- 
3. Carmody Hills Elementary- -.-- 410,000 | 10 rooms, multipurpose, and site... _- 
4. Riverdale Hills Elementary yaenincs 360, 000 | 8 rooms, multipurpose, and site------- 
5. Berwyn Heights Elementary No. 2 326, § rooms, multipurpose.._..--_--.-...-- 
6. Holly Park Biementary ae yee 379, 000 | 8 rooms, multipurpose, and site... 
7. Buck Lodge Jr. High-..........---- 1, 525, 000 | 28 rooms, multipurpose, library, and 
gymnasium. 
el ye EA ee 610, 500 | 15 rooms, multipurpose room, library, 
and gymnasium. 
9. Chestnut Hills Elementary. --..--- 325, 000 | 6 rooms and multipurpose room. ----_- 
10. Gaywood Elementary...........-- 335, 000 | 8 rooms and multipurpose room_.----- 








1959 present 
Status 


Completed. 


Do. 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do, 
Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Do. 


Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 


Do, 
Do, 














114 ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


Tas_e VIII.—Status of current projects, June 1959 








Name of project Amount Scope Present status 
allocated 
SECONDARY 

1. Oxon Hill Senior High---.-_| $1, 998,941 | 28 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies_| 75 percent complete. 

2. Surrattsville Senior High_| 1, 882,961 | 25 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies. Do. 

3. DuVal Junior-Senior High_| 2,221, 942 | 40 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies_| 15 percent complete. 

4. a Heights Junior | 1, 489,372 | 29 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies.| 70 percent complete. 

igh. 
5. = a Junior-Senior | 2,082,949 | 36 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies.| 50 percent complete. 
2n. 

6. Palmer Park Junior High. 949, 909 | 18 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies.| 85 percent complete. 

7. Locust Hills Senior High..| 1,941,900 | 31 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies_| Bid awarded. 

8. Carrollton Junior High....| 1,400,000 | 27 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies_| On drawing board. 

9. Beltsville Junior High____- 1, 800, 000 | 30 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies. Do. 
10. a Heights Junior | 1,650,000 | 27 classrooms plus auxiliary agencies. Do. 

ELEMENTARY 
>. Ea 690, 095 | 18 classrooms, multipurpose_.......- 60 percent complete. 
12. Capitol Heights..........- 545,000 | 14 > ~ multipurpose ........- 95 percent complete. 
13. Rogers ~ aan i Do. 
14. Fort Foote_-. 423,050 | 10 classrooms, multipurpose -. 10 percent complete. 
15. Carrollton... fg th “et ere Do. 
Se. Geeeemer......- > ....... 418,724 | 9 eee multipurpose_ Bid awarded. 
17. Fort Washington Forests. 373, 000 | 8 classrooms, multipurpose- On drawing board. 
_” eee 350, 600 | 6 wr” -yopaees multipurpose. Do. 
19. Glen Arden Woods._.._..- 1 Bee pew <Steiegs eee Do. 
ee NS 5 en etecse 400, 000 | 10 ieesistanh, multipurpose. ........ Do. 
ADDITIONS 

Sy eee eee. ......~<s+«<- ty ic acs inmmiaionians 90 percent complete. 
NSS Fo ees ta oe RE aS eee: 80 percent complete. 
a Sr eae 47, 198 Na seein nial 60 percent complete. 
24. North Forestville... .____- 92, 492 | 4 classrooms....._....-..---.-------- 80 percent complete. 
tt! aa 197, 602 | 4 classrooms, enlarge multipurpose_.} 60 percent complete. 
yy UO See 112, 943 | 4 classrooms, ae Do. 
27. Riverdale Hills . _._.____- ES nee 95 percent complete. 
28. Beaver Heights_.........- Oe RS eee 75 percent complete. 
ee 42,500 | Kitchen and renovation............- 98 percent complete. 
30. Sandymount._____._____- 150,000 | 6 classrooms.................-.------ On drawing board. 
31. Green Valley  ..-......- 145,0 0 SR aniisii<lpdtnepipicidinnt acietinue Do. 
32. Bladensburg Senior High 120,000 | New Dea aE ER: Do. 
33. Oxon Hil) Senior High__-. 700, 000 | 28 classrooms...................-.-.- Do. 




















THE FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF THE PROBLEM 


Prince Georges County has made, with Federal aid, every effort to meet and 
cope with the developing situation. The tax rate has grown from $1.98 to $2.30 
in the last 6 years, an increase of over 16 percent in the basic rate. State 
grants of $1,570,732 have been secured. State loans of $9,658,528 have been 
acquired. The bonded indebtedness for school construction has grown to $36,- 
650,000. All of this has occurred in the last 12 years. 

We have found costs increasing for construction as well as for maintenance 
and operation. Our county property is at present assessed at 65 percent of 
its market value for tax purposes in order to meet the rising expenditures. 
Every effort is made to keep our school plants functional and curb future ex- 
penditures, but the pressure of growth makes us move forward to greater ex- 
penditure. 

In our county we have a large area of tax-exempt land owned by the Fed- 
eral Government. If our estimates are correct, it is in excess of 10 percent 
of the total acreage of the county. These lands and areas are not subject to 
our county taxes from which we obtain an average of over 50 percent of our 
funds for school purposes. 

The areas referred to are: 

1. Andrews Field, U.S. Army base. 

2. Agricultural Research Center, Beltsville. 
3. Fort Foote. 

4. Patuxent Fish and Wildlife Refuge. 
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5. Glenn Dale Sanitorium. 

6. U.S. naval radio station. 

7. Naval Ordnance Laboratory. 

8. Plant introduction gardens, Glenn Dale. 

9. U.S. depot works, Brandywine. 
10. Suitland Center, Census Bureau, Navy Hydrographic Office, etc. 
11. Fort Washington reservations. 
12. St. Elizabeths farm. 
13. Bureau of Standards, Greenbelt. 

These areas and others surrounding our district are also responsible, as is 

indicated by our census, for a large portion of the enrollment of our schools. 


EXPENDITURE OF MONEY BY BOARD OF EDUCATION OF PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY AND 
THE NECESSITY FOR CONTINUED FEDERAL AID IN THE PRESENT FORM 


In the attached chart is illustrated the climbing costs of public education 
in our county. It is easy to see that the current expense today is approxi- 
mately 19 times what it was in 1940. In the last 9 years it has more than 
tripled. At no period since 1951 has the county supplied less than 48 per- 
cent of the total funds. Indeed, the average for this period of time of coun- 
ty funds supplied has been in excess of 53 percent. The State has supplied an 
average of 41.6 percent and the Federal Government 4.4 percent of the total 
current expense for this same period. 

Expenditures on all levels have risen radically since 1950. Increased cosis 
of textbooks, supplies, and teaching equipment in all areas have added to the 
burden of expense. Maintenance and operational figures for this period clear- 
ly illustrate the climbing costs necessary to functionally carry on an educa- 
tional program commensurate with the times in this country. 


Tas_e IX.—Board of Education of Prince Georges County 




















County funds State funds Federal maintenance 
and operation 
Year Current 
expense | 
Amount Per- Amount Per- Amount Per- 
cent ! cent ! cent! 
$934, 166 1, 283 ee ce eg fh EES SRO E eae ee SR ee 
1, 027, 225 598. 435 8) ees eS) NS. 
1, 147, 514 634, 429, 789. 00 na Meee pias 
1, 241, 826 792, 070 . |.) a ORs Take eee 
1, 394, 137 736, 755 4.) Se a ee See 
1, 629. 868 005, 320 j........ |. , BSB Oe Hiern 
2, 019, 289 so ae 8) SS SOS ates ee 
2, 369, 335 1, 491, 800 |... 5... | Ti 2eaeoeel ieee 
3, 314, 089 1, 493, 790 |_....... cM SEES RE Ta 
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1 Percent refers to percentage of current expense. 
3 Budget figure, not actual. 


Federal aid has grown to help meet the looming cost and is necessary for 
adequate maintenance and operation of the system. It is doubtful that we 
could have met the problem as adequately as we have had we not had this aid. 
It is equally as doubtful that we will be able to meet the future problem if the 
aid is not continued in its present form. Every effort would, of course, be made 
to do so, but now is not the time for stopgap measures in education because of 
lack of funds. 
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There is little reason to believe that we would not have been confronted with 
a form of the present situation had we not been in a federally impacted area. 
We know that now is a crucial period throughout our Nation in education as 
a result of the enormous enrollments confronting schools. We also know that 
no more crucial a time has confronted our schools in the job to be done in educating 
our young people more than adequately. This job for use has been complicated in 
one sense by the aggravation of normal population growth and its attendant 
increase in maintenance and operational costs at all levels by the addition of 
a 36.4-percent increase in school population due to Federal activities in the 
area. 

We in Prince Georges County are pleased to see the growth and development 
of our area. We are keenly aware of the factors influencing the governmental 
policy of decentralization. We welcome the expansion of our school system and 
we wish to be able to continue to provide the caliber of educational opportunity 
our citizens demand and are worthy of. We ask only that our Federal Govern- 
ment be aware of the enormity of the problems encountered in situations con- 
fronted with our unique problems of expansion to meet current demands and 
continue to assist us through the provisions of the Public Laws relating to this 
problem as they now stand. A cutback in funds available through the present 
provisions would seriously affect the efficient maintenance and operational pro- 
cedures now employed in our system. 

Mr. Scumupr. I believe the problem for Prince Georges County 
public schools can best be summarized in the term of impact, and if 
I may use some statistics covering two 10-year periods, 1940, 1950, 
and the present periods. 

In 1940 the census population of the county was 89,490. In 1950 
it has grown to 194,000. The Maryland National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission estimates that for this year the population is 
in the neighborhood of 362,000. 

Covering a similar period for the school population, in 1940 we find 
16,420 pupils. In 1950 it has grown to 31,624, and in the 8-year period, 
1958, school population virtually doubled by reaching the total of 
61,074 pupils. 

It is estimated that within the next 3 or 4 years the school population 
in our county will be in the neighborhood of 75,000 pupils. 

We feel that a good deal of our impact has been due to the fact that 
we have Government installations in the county and that we have a 
large number of our parents and citizens working on Government 
installations in nearby areas such as Baltimore County, Anne Arundel, 
Montgomery, Howard, the District of Columbia, and even some of 
the counties of northern Virginia. 

For example, we show that in 1954-55, with an enrollment of 46,000 
pupils, 29 percent of them were federally connected. 

I have given you a 5-year table. Suffice it to say that for the year 
1958-59 the enrollment was slightly in excess of 60,000 pupils, and 
it shows that 22,069 of them, or 36.4 percent, were federally con- 
nected. 

We have a unique problem in this sense: by the terms of the bill 
we would not get very much reimbursement for children who live on 
Government installations. 

While we have over 50,000 acres of Government land in Prince 
Georges County that are part of Government installations, the larg- 
est being Beltsville Farm, and Andrews Air Base, Patuxent Wild- 
life and Game Refuge, and a small section of Camp Meade, most of 
our seam work on Government installations in the county or in the 
neighboring counties, in the District of Columbia, or in Virginia, 
but do not live on the installations. 
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Actually, the county has only 420 pupils who live on Government 
installations. They also work on Government installations. 

The vast majority of them, therefore, live on private property but 
work on Government installations. 

I was very much amazed at this impact which occurred this year. 
Actually, this statement had to be rewritten because we have given 
you all of our figures as of June 30, with the exception of this year 
which was November 30, because that was the date we filed the appli- 
cations for Government aid. 

For example, on November 30, 1958, we indicated we had 20,131 
federally attected pupils. Yet during this past month when we 
completed our counts and made up attendance reports for the end of 
the school year, June 30, 1959, the number of federally affected had 
grown to 21,649. In other words, in the 7-month period, 1,518 
children moved into the district who were federally connected or 
whose parents in some way worked for the Federal Government. 

No doubt this would be repeated over past years, although I have 
no indication of that until this was brought to my attention. 

We are desperately facing a real problem in Prince Georges Coun- 
ty. While you, Mr. Chairman, have made a very fine tribute to our 
ability to sort of stay ahead of the problem, I think this year we are 
being overwhelmed by the problem. 

We have a tremendous growth in our southeast section of the 
county, particularly in the Oxon Hill area and the Suitland area, and 
we expect to have in September at the opening of school over 8,000 
pupils on double shift sessions. 

We have a number of projects underway which we hope will mate- 
rially reduce this figure, but at best I do not see how we can get the 
figure much below 3,500 at any time during the school year. 

Then, of course, we face the increase of another avalanche in Sep- 
tember of 1960 when again our estimated enrollment will increase by 
some 5,000 pupils. 

It might interest the committee to know that we have built since 
1946 in Prince Georges County about $70 million worth of school 
buildings. 

The actual report given to you shows $62 million, but the county 
has committed itself to a program in excess of $70 million and must 
go on the market in the early fall to float $9 million worth of bonds 
to meet their obligations. 

We are more than grateful that the Federal Government, through 
815, has made a contribution to that problem. With the receiving 
of the entitlements now due us we will have received something like 
$11 million from the Federal Government toward the support of this 
program. 

About $114 million represents a State grant, but the rest of the 
money is a direct obligation of indebtedness assumed by the county, 
either directly through the issuance of county bonds, or through the 
participation of the State loan fund. 

Our great problem is, if we continue to grow, and there is every 
evidence that this will be so because it has developed in an almost 
regular pattern, is the extent to which we can go on the market in 
the future and issue our bonds. 
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In fact, the last bond issue, issued in September of 1958, was a $6 
million issue. It will cost the county in excess of $9 million to retire 
that issue, $6 million principal plus $3 million of interest charges. 

Mr. Battery. What is the interest rate ? 

Mr. Scumipr. 3.77, and we have every reason to believe from our 
financial advisers that when we g° on the market this fall we will pay 
in excess of 4 percent, considerably in excess. 

I have been told we would be lucky to get it at 414. 

Therefore, this means a real problem, and the end is not in sight. 

We have said in this statement to you that if Prince Georges County 
were to level off at approximately 75,000 pupils in the next 4 years, 
and we were to catch up with the load facing us, we would need $30 
million for school construction alone in the next 4 years, which does 
not include the completion of our present program. 

Of course, we believe this will come largely from our county funds, 
and we hope for the continuation of Public Law 815. 

Looking again at the birth rate in our county, and I show it only 
for 1945 through 1958, in 1945 the birth rate was 2,922 pupils. In 
1958 it had risen to 9,761 pupils. 

We find that the a workers who come into our district have 
been particularly helpful in the development of our school program. 
We have a large number of scientists and physicists who work at the 
Naval Research Laboratory. They have all shown great interest in the 
program of our schools, have been interested in securing the highest 
educational opportunities possible for their children because man 
of them probably have come from areas where the impact or growt 
has not been as great, and, of course, are concerned about the caliber 
and quality of education which is offered in this county. 

Your county commissioners I think should be commended, because 
in this same period the tax rate has been increased. A good bit of it 
has gone for the support of school funds. 

The present tax rate is $2.30 per hundred for all county government 
services. This does not include the taxes that must be paid by people 
who live in special tax areas for sanitation purposes, or for recreation, 
or for the development of the metropolitan district, or who may live 
even in incorporated towns. 

In other words, in this same period the tax grew from $1.98 per 
hundred to $2.30 per hundred. 

Sixty-five percent of all county revenues are now being devoted to 
education. 

It might be well to point out that the assessable base has likewise 
increased tremendously in this same period that I have been associated 
with the schools. 

I remember in 1944 and 1945 the assessable base was approximately 
$198 million. Therefore, 1 cent would produce about $19,000 for 
county purposes. 

The assessable base now is in excess of about $760 million, so that 1 
cent again produces here about $77,000. 

The vast areas in our county which are owned by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, as I pointed out, have very few children on them. 

We feel it is the sudden impact, suddenness of this growth, which 
presents the real problem in our county. 
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I am sure when this legislation was first enacted it was designed 
to reach the impact, and it is my personal feeling that as long as the 
impact continues and the statistics in our report to you show that even 
in 1954-55, when it was only 29 percent, it has now grown to 36.4 
percent, that the impact is still continuing. 

If I may just give the committee one or two examples. We are 
building right off the southeast side of the district here a new school, 
Oxon Hill Senior High School. We hope to open it in November. 

Yesterday the board of education approved plans for an addition 
to the school with the addition to be bid in September and the school 
not even open. 

This should give you some idea of the growth. 

We are completing a school in Palmer Park, which is a very low- 
cost housing development, an 18-room elementary school. The school 
will open sometime around February 1. 

We know now from the population count that it will house only 
the first three grades, and the He se is not open. 

Throughout our county we can show you numerous examples of 
these. Naturally, not all of it is attributed to the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Battery. It occurs to the Chair you folks out in Prince Georges 
might be interested in general Federal assistance for construction, 
considering the 140,000 backlog or shortage of classrooms in Prince 
Georges County. 

Mr. Scumipr. We certainly are. . It has been a tremendous problem 
for us. Our citizens have been very patient and have indicated that 
they have been willing to support the schools, but we believe that a 
good deal of the impact certainly has come from Federal activity. 

For example, we are building a new high school on land we ac- 
quired from the Federal Government. It was part of the Greenbelt 
area at one time. The school will be located on Good Luck Road and 
Telegraph Road. In fact, my good colleague here on the left, who is 
a PTA person, felt the school was badly located because it was almost 
surrounded by Government land. He took me to task and said, “Why 
are you building a school out there where you have to transport 
everybody ?” 

The National Space Agency is going to be right across the street 
from the school. Surely, this is an impact, because we have already 
been told that there will be approximately 3,000 workers for this 
plant, that they will be rather high caliber personnel, scientists and 
probably people who will be interested in high type education. I 
have a prediction that when the school is finished, we probably will 
go right back and put an addition to that school. 

In Prince Georges County we would like to say we have always en- 
joyed the privilege of appearing before this committee and the very 
sympathetic reception that has been accorded to me personally by all 
its members. We want merely to take this opportunity of giving you 
a statement of the facts and the conidtions under which we are trying 
to operate the schools in the county. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Dr. Schmidt. 

We will include in the record, if there is no objection, your com- 
plete statement. 


45135—59——_9 
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Mr. Frevincuvysen. Mr. Chairman, if I might, I should like to 
congratulate Dr. Schmidt for a very excellent presentation. I do 
think the people of your county have a real problem. I also want to 
make it plain that I do not think there is any doubt that the Federal 
Government will continue to recognize its responsibility where there 
is an impact such as your county has endured and is sure to endure 
in the years to come. It is still a question of defining what the re- 
sponsibility is, where the impact has occurred by Federal employees 
who do not live on Government property. That is really the only 
question we have to wrestle with at all. 

Mr. Bartey. I might say to the good doctor that we have an un- 
employment situation over in West Virginia, and if you need any 
good teachers, you let me know and I will supply them. 

Mr. Scumipr. You have bene furnishing them to us for some time. 
Thank you. 


Mr. Batter. Now the gentleman representing the Parent-Teachers. 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN LAWRENCE, PRESIDENT, PRINCE 
GEORGES COUNTY COUNCIL OF PARENT-TEACHER ASSOCIA- 
TIONS; MEMBER, PROGRAM COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION, 
MARYLAND CONGRESS OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS 


Mr. Lawrence. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, 
my name is Norman Lawrence. I am here today in two capacities, 
first as a spokesman for the Maryland Congress of Parents and 
Teachers. Our State legislation chairman, Mrs. Betty Bull, who 
would normally have come to make this statement, is away from the 
area at present and I am here in her place. I also am here represent- 
ing the Prince George’s County Council of Parent-Teacher Associa- 
tions, of which I am president. 

The Maryland Congress of Parents and Teachers is a statewide 
organization of 191,500 Maryland citizens devoted to the improvement 
of public education in our State and Nation and to the welfare of 
children and youth in general. We have 640 local units spread 
throughout every county in Maryland and in the city of Baltimore. 
The Prince Georges County Council of Parent-Teacher Associations 
has over 31,000 members in 101 local units. 

Mr. Baney. If the gentleman will let the Chair interrupt him, the 
next time I have a school construction bill up, you had better get 
those folks behind it. 

Mr. Lawrence. We do try. 

The Maryland Congress of Parents and Teachers has for many 
years supported the programs now provided for by Public Laws 815 
and 874. Each year at our annual convention, delegates representing 
our entire membership have voted for resolutions to this effect. The 
wording of these resolutions has varied from year to year, but their 
central purpose has remained unchanged. The current version reads 
that “we oppose any change in the present formula for impacted-area 
aid and urge full appropriation of amounts presently authorized.” I 
might add that, year after year, resolutions to this effect have been 
adopted by the Maryland Congress of Parents and Teachers without 
dissent. In Prince Georges County, which I know best because I live 
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there, the PTA’s have strongly supported Public Laws 815 and 874, 
and do so now. eStA ; 

Because of the position taken by the organizations which I repre- 
sent, I respectfully urge that H.R. 7140 be not favorably considered. 

If I may, I should like to make a few remarks concerning the rea- 
sons for this position. These are necessarily personal views—my own 
interpretation of the reasons why PTA members in Maryland look 
with disfavor on H.R. 7140. 

I have read with considerable interest the statements of Secretary 
Flemming and Commissioner Derthick presented to your subcommit- 
tee in June. I was impressed by the logic of these statements but dis- 
mayed by the major premise of each, namely that the obligation of the 
Federal Government to assist school districts stems from the tax- 
immunity of Federal property in these districts and the consequent 
loss of property tax revenue to them. To my mind, there is another 
and porha s more important rationale upon which should rest the ob- 
ligation of the Federal Government to assist school districts with so- 
eae federally connected children. This is the impact theory. 

As you know, the costs of educating a child generally exceed by a 
substantial margin that portion of the tax revenues collected from his 
family, directly or indirectly, and devoted to education. Consequently, 
families having no children in school and other tax-paying units such 
as business and manufacturing firms have their taxes set at a level 
somewhat higher than would otherwise be necessary. This is proper 
and in keeping with the traditional basis of support of public educa- 
tion in the United States. If, however, a community experiences a 
very heavy population growth as a result of migration and is forced 
to cope with very large annual increments of schoolchildren, the 
financial burden on its taxpayers may become unreasonably heavy. 
Moreover, the temptation to cut corners, to overcrowd school build- 
ings, and to effect economies potentially detrimental to the education 
of the children concerned, may become attractive to local fiscal author- 
ities caught between mounting educational needs and the prospect of 
unreasonably heavy local taxation. 

When the number of children to be educated grows at an alarming 
rate, additional methods of financing their education must be sought. 
It seems entirely proper that the Federal Government assume this 
obligation, at least in part, when its activities are the direct cause of 
the problem. It should not matter that the parents do or do not work 
in Federal establishments located in the school district in which they 
reside. The burdens should be met where they exist. 

I do not know how typical is the situation in Prince Georges County, 
but I should like to present a view of it as an illustration of the impact 
of Federal Government activity on the educational situation in a school 
district. Using figures obtained from the county health department, 
the board of education, the park and planning commission, and the 
U.S. Census Bureau, I find that in the 4-year period from July 1, 
1955, to July 1, 1959, the panenten of the county increased from 
298,000 to 355,000, or by about one-fifth. About 36,400 of this in- 
crease is attributable to net migration, including the offspring of 
people who have moved into the county since 1950. Thus, during 
1955-59, almost two-thirds of the population growth of the county is 
attributable to migration. During this same period, the number of 
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so-called federally connected children rose from about 13,400 to 22,000, 
an increase of 65 percent. The nonfederally connected public school 
enrollment increased from 32,600 to 38,300, or by only about 17 per- 
cent. Clearly we have here a situation of very great population in- 
crease attributable to migration, coupled with a very great increase 
inefederally connected children. Equity demands that the taxpayers 
be sie some measure of relief from the burden of educating so many 
children who are in the school district primarily because of acts of 
the Federal Government which have led their parents to settle in the 
district. These remarks apply as much to capital expenditures for 
school construction as to operation and maintenance costs. 

In terms of capital construction, the entry of a child into a school 
district has delayed consequences. There is a requirement when the 
child enters elementary school, still another at the threshold of the 
junior high school, and again when he is ready to enter senior high 
school. Facilities should be provided at each of these levels. If we 
accept the doctrine of Federal responsibility for at least partial 
financing of school construction in districts overwhelmed by federally 
connected children, do we also accept the theory that such aid should 
continue indefinitely? I think not. 

In each school district so affected there will come a time when the 
number of federally connected children in elementary school recedes 
from its high water mark. That is the time to cut off aid for con- 
struction of elementary schools in that district. Similarly, as the 
point of maximum enrollment of federally connected children in 
junior and senior high schools is reached, such aid should then be 
cut off there too. 

To summarize, Public Laws 815 and 874 have proven to be well con- 
ceived and useful instruments for assisting school districts in coping 
with unusual increases in enrollment brought about by virtue of ex- 
panding Federal governmental activity in or near those districts. 
They have enabled numerous communities to finance school expansion 
programs that would otherwise have been impossible to accomplish 
without unreasonably heavy local taxation. The job is not yet done 
and these laws should continue in force. The suggestion that the 
proper rationale for Federal payments to school districts in these cir- 
cumstances is the tax immunity of Federal property located therein 
is only partly correct. The total impact of Federal activities on en- 
rollment in a school district should be the basis for Federal financial 
assistance. 

On behalf of the organizations I represent today, may I express 
appreciation for the opportunity afforded us to present our views on 
H.R. 7140. 

Mr. Battery. I thank you sincerely, Mr. Lawrence. 

Congressman Lankford. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Lanxrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I shall be very brief, 
because I think the committee is well aware of my feelings in the 
matter. 

I have a statement which I would like to submit for the record. 
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Mr. Battery. Without objection, it will be accepted for inclusion. 
(Mr. Lankford’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. RicHarp E. LANKFORD, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, for the third time in this 
session of Congress, I find myself before a committee demanding that the 
Federal Government continue to recognize its responsibilities under Public Laws 
815 and 874. Inasmuch as my views are well known to the committee, I will 
briefly summarize my position this morning. 

I know of no matter of more extreme importance to my district, the Fifth 
Congressional District of Maryland, then the continued operation of Public 
Laws 815 and 874. I am indeed grateful that the committee has set aside 
the entire morning to hear witnesses from my congressional district. The in- 
dividuals whom you have already heard are those individuals who must live 
daily with the disturbing problem of providing an adequate education for 
America’s greatest asset, our children. To these individuals, this is not a ques- 
tion of cold statistics or a study of property tax assessments throughout the 
Nation. It is a human problem dealing with ever-increasing numbers of chil- 
dren, the physical facilities in which to house them, and the provision of well- 
trained and qualified teachers to instruct them. The administration in this 
most recent proposal has apparently now chosen to abandon the impact justifi- 
eation for Public Laws 815 and 874 and relies upon a December 1957 Bureau of 
the Census study of commercial and industrial property tax rates. 

Let me assure this committee with all the vigor at my command that impacted 
situations still exist in the Fifth Congressional District of Maryland and, in 
all probability, will continue to increase in the future. The National Security 
Agency recently completed its move to Fort George G. Meade. This has placed 
an additional burden on the school systems of Prince Georges and Anne Arundel 
Counties. Andrews Air Force Base, essential to the defense of the Nation’s 
Capital, is constantly being increased in size. Flight activities from Anacostia 
as well as Bolling Field are being consolidated at Andrews and in addition an 
indoctrination field for Naval Academy midshipmen is being built. In Charles 
County, recent developments in the propellant field have given to the naval 
propellant plant a significant role in the production of the Polaris missile. This 
will undoubtedly lead to substantial expansion. In St. Mary’s County, Patuxent 
Naval Air Station is playing an ever-increasing role in the testing of naval 
weapons for the future. Many of the counties in which these essential defense 
activities are located are primarily rural in nature and do not have the means 
to provide the type educational facilities that I know this Congress would 
want to see the children of our defense personnel receive. As a matter of in- 
terest, in the Fifth Congressional District, there are approximately 32,756 mili- 
tary personnel assigned to major installations, occupying approximately 34,971 
acres. 

The Governor of Maryland, the Honorable J. Millard Tawes, has strongly in- 
dicated to me by letters his opposition to the administration’s proposal, and I 
would like to read into the record the Governor’s communications : 

May 15, 1959. 
Hon. RrcHArp EB. LANKFORD, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Dick: I am deeply concerned by reports I have received from Washing- 
ton of the administration’s plan to reduce drastically in 1960 funds which go to 
federally impacted school districts. 

As you know, the State of Maryland, and its subdivisions, spend large sums 
of money each year in the education of children whose parents live or work on 
Federal installations. 

In recognition of that fact, the Federal Government has recompensed us in its 
program of assistance to the areas affected. 

Figures are not yet available for this year, but in 1957-58 Maryland received 
a total of $5,058,912.85 of these funds. 

I am advised that the State would lose around $1,800,000 under the adminis- 
tration plan, with a further reduction the following year. 

Fourteen Maryland counties would be affected by the reduction, ten of them 
seriously. 
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Large amounts have been allotted annually to Montgomery, Prince Georges, 
Harford, Anne Arundel, Baltimore, St. Marys, Washington, Charles, Frederick, 
and Cecil Counties. Lesser amounts have gone to Calvert, Kent, Howard, and 
Worcester Counties. 

The State superintendent of schools advises me that the proposed reduction 
would severely handicap our education program in Maryland. Therefore, I urge 
you to support the full appropriation for fiscal 1960. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. MrtLaRp TaweEs, Governor. 


JUNE 19, 1959. 
Hon. Ricnarp E. LANKFORD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN LANKForD: I want to thank you indeed for your work in 
opposing the administration’s proposal to curtail Federal aid to impacted school 
districts. 

I am particularly pleased that you personally will appear in opposition to the 
bill. I wish you every success. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
J. MILLARD TAWEs, Governor. 


In addition, I would like to submit for the record an editorial from the Evening 
Capital of Annapolis supporting the Governor’s position. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I have maintained in the past this position: 
That the Federal Government, as a major property owner in the Fifth Con- 
gressional District of Maryland, has an equitable obligation to participate in 
the financial support of local government services. If this most recent proposal 
be adopted, then clearly the Federal Government will be ducking the responsi- 
bility of a normal citizen in a community. 


[Editorial from Evening Capital, Annapolis, Md., May 21, 1959] 
FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION 


At a time when school enrollment in Maryland is increasing faster than the 
population itself, the Eisenhower administration is proposing a cutback in Gov- 
ernment aid for education in federally impacted areas. 

Governor Tawes and Dr. David S. Jenkins, superintendent of schools in Anne 
Arundel County, both have protested such a move, on grounds it would handi- 
cap local subdivisions in providing adequate educational services for the children 
of servicemen or federally employed civilians, and possibly throw an additional 
tax burden on nonfederally connected residents. 

Governor Tawes announced the other day that he was asking Maryland’s 
Senators and Representatives in Congress to oppose the proposed cutback, and 
Dr. Jenkins immediately backed him up. 

Tawes said he was informed the proposed reduction of Federal aid would 
cost Maryland about $1,800,000 this year and more next year. He said 14 coun- 
ties would be principally affected: Anne Arundel, Montgomery, Prince Georges, 
Baltimore, Howard, Calvert, Kent, Charles, Worcester, Harford, St. Marys, 
Frederick, Washington, and Cecil. 

For comparative purposes, there fortunately is at hand an Education Fact 
Sheet, published by the Maryland Council on Education, which shows that in 
all but two of these counties—Baltimore and Cecil—school enrollment is increas- 
ing faster than population. 

The Council on Education obtained its population figures from the State 
department of health, division of vital records and statistics, and its enrollment 
figures from the State department of education. 

In 1958-59, the figures showed, Anne Arundel, among all the counties of the 
State, was second only to Montgomery in the percentage increase of school 
enrollment. Anne Arundel’s population increased 6.2 percent, but school en- 
rollment increased 7.4 percent. In Montgomery, the school enrollment increase 
was 8 percent, while population increased only 5.4 percent. 

In Maryland as a whole, the population increase was 2.7 percent and the 
school enrollment increase 4.5 percent. In other words, there are more new 
schoolchildren to be supported by taxes than there are new taxpayers to con- 
tribute to their education. 
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Dr. Jenkins said the county was providing school facilities for 6,000 children 
in federally impacted areas. Federal installations occupy about 17,000 acres 
of land in Anne Arundel County, valued, together with improvements, at about 
$300 million. Yet the county derives no tax revenues from these installations 
or the houses thereon. 


The $500,000 which the Government contributed toward education in these 
areas last year was small compared with the wealth removed from the county’s 
taxbooks. If this sum is reduced, the county will be hard put to it to provide 
federally connected children with high-standard educational facilities. 

We are not blind believers in Federal aid or handouts. Indeed, there is no 
such thing as a Federal handout, because you pay for it in one way or another— 
through direct taxes, hidden taxes, or inflation. 

But, in the case of Federal aid to education in federally impacted areas, we 
think it only fair for the Government to make a substantial contribution, since 
it has removed so much land and housing from the local taxbooks. 

Looking at the figures on school enrollment, it would seem the Government 
should increase its aid instead of cutting it back. We hope our representatives 
in Congress will heed Governor Tawes and Dr. Jenkins and fight strenuously 
against the proposed reduction. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I do not think there is any need for me to restate 
my position. I am sure you and the gentleman from New Jersey are 
well aware of how I stand on this matter. 

I would like to address my remarks very briefly to what Mr. Fre- 
linghuysen has said about industry. 

The Federal Government is the industry in southern Maryland. I 
am not speaking of any specific county, because my entire district is 
an impacted area. The Federal Government is the industry in south- 
ern Maryland. We get no revenue from it as you would from an 
ordinary commercial plant, you see. That is what makes the <liffer- 
ence. You may get off into whether there should be a payment in lieu 
of taxes, or whatever you want to call it. I do not really care what you 
call it, but the school situation is brought on by the industry of south- 
ern Maryland, which is the Federal Government. 

I feel that they, just as any other industry, have a duty to support 
the educational facilities of the area. 

Mr. Fre_rncuuysen. The only trouble with that, Mr. Lankford, if 
I might cut in, is this: If the Federal Government is the industry, we 
could abandon the rationale of 815 and 874 altogether, that there must 
be an impact in order to qualify for the Federal funds. If you are 
arguing that there should be something in lieu of taxes, we might come 
out with quite a different amount. It might be considerably more for 
your congressional district than we presently are able to give you. 

I am not saying there is not an obligation, but I am still saying it 
is necessary for us to define just what that obligation is in order to be 
equitable. ; 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I think we are playing around with this word 
“impact.” I do not think the impact has to be sudden. The impact 
could be called pressure rather than impact, which is there, brought 
on by the Federal Government. The Federal Government in many 
instances will stymie industrial growth because they take the choice 
land, as you and I are both well aware. This will prevent growth. 

. - . =) . . 

Take Prince Georges County. As Mr. Mathias or Dr. Schmidt said, 
some 50,000 acres of land in Prince Georges County have been taken 
by the Federal Government. | ; 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I wish we had more time to discuss this. I 
can understand the argument if there is valuable land which has been 
preempted by the Federal Government, it reduces the tax base and 
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perhaps creates an obligation apart from whether there are any chil- 
dred connected with the ownership of land at all. 

What worries me is, if there were no growth that could be attributed 
to the Federal Government but if there were a substantial number of 
Federal employees living in an area whose children go to public 
schools, why that in itself creates an obligation on the part of the Fed- 
eral Government. If Federal employees had some kind of disquilifica- 
tion, if they did not pay as many taxes locally as people who are em- 

loyed by industry, I could understand it. But this thing of keeping 
industry out because of the Federal Government is not really correct. 

Mr. Lankrorp. As the gentlemen know, the taxes on residences do 
not pay the way for school children. You know that as well as I do. 

Mr. FreLincHuYsEN. My State of New Jersey has no sales or in- 
come tax. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. You have a great deal of industry. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. We depend pretty much on property tax. 

Mr. LAnKForp. You have ilabtry. 

Mr. FrRELINGHUYSEN. Plus industry. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I do not have children living in factories. 

Mr. FreviNcuuysen. Again, I do not think you can fairly say that 
the Federal Government owes us something because we are unable to 
attract industry. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. If the Federal Government is a factor in keeping 
industry away, it does. 

Mr. FrevincHuysen. I do not see how you can fairly say, except in 
unusual cases, that growth brought about by the Federal Govern- 
ment’s activities is keeping industry away. High tax rates, of course, 
goa long 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Do you not call the Federal Government industry, 
though? It is an industry. It is the only industry we have in some 
of our rural counties. 

Mr. Fre_incuuysen. Again, this is a problem we cannot explore at 
length. I wish we could. 

Mr. Battey. The Chair would suggest that in many instances they 
preempt the best industrial sites for their Government facilities. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. A perfect example of it is in Charles County, on the 
river, where they have Indianhead. We are very happy to have In- 
dianhead. 

Mr. FreLINGHUYSEN. That might create a very different kind of ob- 
ligation if we were taking the prime taxable land. We could argue that 
that created an obligation in itself, apart from what children were in- 
volved in the acquisition or retention of land. That would be a dif- 
ferent problem than we are wrestling with today. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. This could go on for a long time. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. Of course. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I just want to say that it is my sincere and deep 
feeling that the Federal Government has an obligation because of the 
children who are there. They are there because of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

I would also like to say that I apologize for not being here when 
the hearing started. I had an appointment with our Governor. As I 
left, I told him where I was coming, and he asked me please to reiter- 
ate his interest in this matter. His feelings and opinions are very 
much the same. 
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Also, I should like to say that Mr. King, the superintendent of 
schools in St. Marys County, is here, more to lend moral support than 
anything else. 

I thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Batitey. Thank you, Congressman. 

Have we any insertions for the record ¢ 

Mr. McCorp. Mr. Chairman, we have a statement submitted by Mr. 
H. William Hammond, of Stratford, Conn. 

Mr. Baitey. Is Mr. Hammond present ? 

Mr. McCorp. Yes, he is. 

Mr. Baitey. Will you come up briefly. 

Mr. Hammonp. I request that the statement be included as part of 
the record. 

Mr. Battery. We shall do that, and regret very much the time limi- 
tation prevents our hearing your statement. 

Mr. Hammonp. I appreciate your courtesy. 

(Mr. Hammond’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT BY H. WILLIAM HAMMOND, STRATFORD, CONN., PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


I appreciate this opportunity to testify on H.R. 7140 which contains certain 
administration proposals for the amendment of Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st 
Congress. 

Last year the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare sponsored a bill 
designed to drastically reduce the programs provided for in Public Laws 815 
and 874. The blueprint was quite different but its goal was the same as is that 
of H.R. 7140; the ultimate destruction of a sound program of financing educa- 
tional services for children whose presence in a school district is caused by Fed- 
eral activity. 

After extensive hearings in both the Senate and the House of Representatives 
the Congress renewed both programs essentially intact until 1961. That this 
renewal was passed by an overwhelming majority brought confidence to many 
school districts. After the long uncertainty of the winter and spring of 1958, 
these districts felt that here, at last, was congressional assurance that they 
could count on the continuance of the programs until the end of the 1960-61 
fiscal year. It seems most unfortunate to us that we should again be thrown 
into uncertainty. Time and again, the Congress has indicated that it recognizes 
its responsibility to these school districts and has adequately met it. 

Comment follows on certain specific provisions of the bill and what it will 
mean to the State of Connecticut. 


1, REDUCTION OF RATES OF PAYMENT ON ACCOUNT OF CHILDREN OF PARENTS EMPLOYED 
FEDERAL PROPERTY 


Under Public Law 874 as it stands, payments on account of children whose 
parents are employed on Federal property but live on private property are based 
on 50 percent of the per capita cost of current school operations from local 
sources in the respective States or comparable school districts within them for 
the second fiscal year previous. Under Public Law 815 as it stands, payments 
toward construction projects on account of increases in children whose parents 
are employed on Federal property are based on 50 percent of the average per 
pupil cost of constructing minimum school facilities in the respective States for 
the base year. 

Under H.R. 7140 the figure would be reduced in each case to 25 percent, except 
for the school districts in which the properties are actually located, where it 
would be 40 percent. This major proposed change is based on recent Census 
Bureau statistics indicating that industrial and commercial property accounts 
for somewhat less than 50 percent of the local real estate tax base throughout 
the country, as against a corresponding major portion for residential property. 
We are not sure of the validity of the immediate conclusion drawn from these 
statistics; that existing provisions for payments of 50 percent of the base figure 
on pupils connected by either residence or parents’ employment alone on Federal 
property is wrong, especially since there were several qualifications to the statis- 
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tics themselves acknowledged in the Department statements. At any rate, much 
more analysis is needed, and could be made before 1961. 

The official Department statements to the subcommittee appear to assume that 
Public Laws 815 and 874 were based entirely on a lieu-of-tax concept in terms of 
loss of revenue which the local municipality could secure from taxation if a given 
property were not federally owned. Hence, a point given great weight in the Sec- 
retary’s statement to the effect that school districts which provide education for 
children of parents employed on Federal property outside their borders suffer no 
direct loss in revenue, and have a weak case for financial assistance under these 
laws, the 25 percent being proposed held forth as generous. Although a leading 
watchword at the time these laws were passed was “The Government is trying to 
be a good taxpayer.” A reading of section I of Declaration of Policy, Public Law 
874, seems to confirm a point which we would make in rebuttal, that the laws 
were not intended merely to replace lost revenue (mentioned in that section as 
only one of four situations calling for Federal assistance) but to assume a re- 
sponsibility for offsetting the lack of normal sources of revenue (taxes from 
residences and places of employment) to meet costs of schooling caused by Federal 
activity. 

It seems to us significant in this whole issue that no payments are made under 
either law unless the federally connected children represent a significant propor- 
tion of all children (874) or of the increases in membership (815), as defined in 
the percentages set up in the laws. 

Tables attached show what the reduction in Public Law 874 payments on ac- 
count of children of parents employed on Federal property would have meant to 
Connecticut if it had been in effect during the past year. Because of a point 
made in the next section of this statement, the threatened reductions may be 
somewhat more for many of the towns. 


2. RESTRICTION OF THE DEFINITION OF FEDERAL PROPERTY 


Another significant change proposed in H.R. 7140 is the removal from the 
definition of Federal property under Public Laws 874 and 815 any such property 
leased to private owners, whose leasehold is subject to taxation on its full 
value in the State where it is located. A 1953 amendment to the original laws 
permitted such property to be considered Federal property for the purposes of 
the acts, but on the grant for the municipality in which the property was located 
the taxpayment would be appropriately credited. The neighboring municipal- 
ities, however, receive no benefit whatsoever from the taxes paid, and are just 
as much affected by the impact of federally connected children as though no 
taxes were paid to the municipality in which the property is located. The pro- 
posed reversion to the original restriction on the definition of Federal prop- 
erty may be very significant to many Connecticut towns, specifically those near 
enough to the following plants to be affected by them: Electric Boat Division, 
General Dynamics Corp., Groton; Canel, Middletown; naval industrial 
reserve aircraft plants in Southington and Bloomfield; and Air Force Plant No. 
43 (Aveo), Stratford. I believe that the bill introduced in the last General 
Assembly authorizing Connecticut towns to tax the leaseholds on these federally 
owned plants fell by the wayside in the closing hours of the 1959 session. Low- 
ever, the table of expected reducticns in 874 payments appended to the Commis- 
sioner of Education’s statement to the subcommittee indicated for Connecticut 
towns a total drop from an approximate current total of $1,438,471 to $566,758, 
or 60.6 percent; accordingly, more than the formula change from 50 percent to 
40 and 25 percent must have been figured in. The logical inference is that the 
further factor was the proposed elimination from eligibility of children of em- 
ployees at the plants named above. If the Connecticut bill had passed, and H.R. 
7140 were to become law, no children of parents employed at the listed plants 
would count in any town; only for those towns in which they are located would 
this be compensated for by taxpayments. 

Even though the Connecticut bill did not pass, would these children be in- 
eligible anyway, if H.R. 7140 should become law, because under Supreme Court 
decisions private leaseholds on Federal property may be taxed? The Commis- 
sioner’s statement to the subcommittee referred to the elimination from the 
definition of “property outleased by the Federal Government which is subject 
to taxation on its full value by a State or local instrumentality thereof.” The 
answer is important in the consideration of this bill. 
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3. ELIMINATION OF CATEGORIES RELATED TO FEDERAL CONTRACTS 


Lastly, there is the proposal in H.R. 7140 to eliminate grants based on “sud- 
den and substantial increases” in children due to Federal activity in an area. 
For us in Connecticut these have been most important under Public Law 815. 
A few towns have been able to qualify for school construction grants by showing 
increases over 2-year periods of children whose parents are employed at plants 
expanding because of Federal contracts, equal to 10 percent of the town’s entire 
membership in the base year, and by demonstrating further to the satisfaction 
of the U.S. Office of Education that the construction of the needed facili- 
ties would constitute an undue burden on taxing and borrowing capacity. 
Obviously, it has not been easy to qualify under these criteria, and for the towns 
which have secured the grants they have been a much needed addition to their 
resources for meeting the problems of housing rapidly increasing numbers of 
children. The purpose of grants in this category has been to keep local munici- 
palities from getting swamped by their increases of children before their lagging 
increases in tax resources catch up. It is said in support of eliminating this 
basis for Federal grants that the federally caused need has gone by, and that in- 
creases now are only incident to the general trend toward suburbanization felt 
by all. However, with the criteria for qualifying so exacting, why is it not best 
to leave the provision in the laws for those communities whose circumstances 
they still fit, with the Federal Government continuing to recognize its part in 
creating the problem wherever this is the case? 

The enactment of Public Laws 874 and 815 in 1950 was a great forward step 
in the assumption of Federal responsibility to help in the solution of local 
problems created or aggravated by the Federal Government. To abandon any 
of the programs established under them seems to us a backward step, at least in 
the absence of any other program of Federal assistance for public education. 


JFFECT OF PROVISIONS OF H.R. 7140 oN PAYMENTS TO CONNECTICUT TOWNS 
UNDER PusLic Law 874 


The attached table is an attempt to show how payments to Connecticut towns 
would have been affected during 1958-59 if H.R. 7140 had been in effect. Working 
from available data, we have been as accurate as possible. 

If the bill becomes law, you can see about how it will alter your grant in 
1959-60. The results we have shown portray the effect of H.R. 7140 only. They 
do not show losses due to decreases in enrollment or, in the case of a few towns, 
the loss of PHA housing projects. 

Column 1 shows for each town listed its 1958-59 tentative entitlement as 
certified by the U.S. Office of Education or, if such certificate could not be found, 
an estimate of its entitlement. 

Column 2 shows the approximate amount by which, according to our computa- 
tions, this entitlement would have been reduced if payment on the ADA of chil- 
dren whose parents are employed on Federal property had been eut from 50 to 
40 percent of the contribution rate in the cases of those towns in which such prop- 
erties are located, and from 50 to 25 percent of the rate in the cases of towns in 
which they are not located—i.e., according to the percentage reductions set up in 
the new bill. 

Column 3 shows the further approximate amount by which, according to our 
computations, the entitiement would have been reduced if the ADA of children 
whose parents are employed on Federal industrial properties leased to private 
corporations for operation were excluded from the count altogether. In many 
eases this would eliminate the remainder of the grant because the number of 
children otherwise connected would be less than 3 percent of all children. (Prop- 
erties involved are Electric Boat, Groton, partially; Canel, Middletown; NIRA, 
Southington and Bloomfield; AVCO, Stratford.) 

We do not know that the Department’s estimates of reductions excluded chil- 
dren related by their parents’ employment to these properties, but we do know 
that the Department’s estimate of total reductions in the cost of the program 
for 1959-60 in Connecticut was from an original figure of $1,438,471 to $566,758, 
or 60.6 percent, which mathematically must have involved much more than the 
effect of the proposed change in the applicable percentage of the contribution 
rate for children of parents employed on Federal property. The only apparent 
explanation is that the Department’s estimates counted on the elimination of 
the above-mentioned properties from eligibility, under the provision in H.R. 
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7140 which removes from the definition of “Federal property” all property leased 
from the United States, if leaseholds are subject to taxation. The estimates may 
have been made on the assumption that the bill before the 1959 Connecticut Gen- 
eral Assembly permitting municipalities to tax such leaseholds would pass, which 
it finally did not; or they may have been made with the thought that since the 
Supreme Court has ruled taxation of such leaseholds to be permissible, they are 
“subject to taxation” anyway. We do not know, but we do know from the De- 
partment’s estimates that it expects to save 60.6 percent of our State’s part of 
the cost of the program, or $871,713. 

Column 4 shows what would have been left after both reductions. The total 
left for all towns is close enough to the Department’s total reduced estimate 
for Connecticut to make our assumptions and calculations in columns 2 and 3 
reasonably reliable. 


Effect of H.R. 7140 on Federal grants under Public Law 874 to Connecticut towns 
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1 All of remainder. 
2 Estimated. 
3 Solely on housing. 


Note.—Bridgeport, New Britain, and West Haven have been omitted from the table because of special 
circumstances involved. H.R. 7140 would have wiped out their entitlements. 


Mr. McCorp. We have a copy of a letter from Congressman Has- 
tings Keith, of Massachusetts, to one of his school districts, discussing 
this legislation. 

Mr. Battey. Without objection, it will be accepted for inclusion in 
the record. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 

JULY 28, 1959. 
Mr. Sypney G. PIERCE, 
Superintendent of Schools, 
Wellfleet, Mass. 

Dear Mr. Pierce: Thank you very much for your recent letter inviting our 
attention to the problem that Wellfleet would face if there should be a substan- 
tial cut in the benefits provided under Public Law 874. 

The purpose of this law when it was originally passed was to help out com- 
munities like Wellfleet. They are hit much harder than most because of the 
relatively small size of the school population and the relatively great impact that 
comes from the military installations in proximity to the community. As a mat- 
ter of fact, I believe that your case merits much more serious attention than 
most others. 

For example, in the community in which I reside, there are tremendous num- 
bers of students whose parents are employed by the Federal Government. But 
these Federal employees are of diversified ages, and, generally speaking, are able 
to afford homes on which substantial taxes can be paid. These in turn help de- 
fray the cost of educating the children. 

This is not the case in Welltieet nor in other small cape towns where military 
personnel predominate. The parents are younger. They have more children 
and their income is substantially lower than in the towns in the vicinity of Wash- 
ington. 

The committee, therefore, has a very difficult task on its hands. I have ad- 
vised them of the nature of the problem in my district and I am hopeful that the 
hearings which were held today will provide some legislative solution that will 
meet with your approval. 

I apologize for the lateness of this reply and once again I appreciate the 
thoughtful nature of your letter. 

Kind regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
HASTINGS KEITH, 
Member of Congress. 


Mr. Battery. The subcommittee hearing will resume on Tuesday 
next, at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, August 4, 1959.) 











PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 81ST CONGRESS (ADMINIS- 
TRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR MODIFYING EXISTING 
LEGISLATION) 


TUESDAY, AUGUST 4, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL EpucaTION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON EpucaTIon AND Lapor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 429 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Cleveland B. Bailey (chairman of 
the ago Teenage presiding. 

Mr. Bartey. The subcommittee will be in order. 

The subcommittee, which has been in recess since Wednesday of last 
week, today resumes its hearings of Members of Congress and repre- 
sentatives of school boards ant individuals who are opposed to the 
administration’s proposals as contained in H.R. 7140 having to do 
with Public Laws 815 and 874. 

We have Hon. James M. Quigley, Member of Congress from Penn- 
sylvania. Mr. Quigley, you may proceed in the presentation of your 
testimony. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. QUIGLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE 19TH DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Quieter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to come before you to add my views to the many I am sure you 
will hear raised in objection to H.R. 7140. 

It is my understanding that this measure, sponsored by a dis- 
tinguished member of the House Committee on Education and Labor 
and my colleague from Pennsylvania, Con man Carroll Kearns, 
embodies the recommendations of the administration headed by my 
most distinguished constituent, Dwight David Eisenhower. Despite 
this high recommendation and sponsorship, I have no choice but to be 
opposed to the bill. 

{fy opposition to H.R. 7140 is threefold in nature. First, its 
passage would have an immediate and adverse effect on many schools 
within my congressional district as well as throughout the Cima 
wealth of Pennsylvania and the entire Nation. Second, I believe that 
the enactment into law of H.R. 7140 would amount to a shirking on 
the part of the Federal Government of its admitted responsibility 
for a problem which it created and which, up to now, it has endeavored 
to solve. Third, H.R. 7140 embodies a complete repudiation of just 
about everything that the Eisenhower administration has long since 
and repeatedly told us it stands for in the vital field of education. 
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Mr. Chairman, in the picturesque language of the Pennsylvania 
Dutch, H.R. 7140 “wonders me.” It “wonders me” that it is neces- 
sary for me to be here today to state my objection to this bill. It 
“wonders me” because I know that it was seven state of the Union 
messages ago that President Eisenhower stated that our school systems 
siabdeit help. Since then, he and others in his administration have 
kept on repeating that statement and periodically and vociferously 
they have pledged their dedication to the meeting of the needs of 
American education. Just as recently as 10 weeks ago the President 
urged each and every one of us to read the statement of his advisory 
committee on “Education for the Age of Science.” 

As a member of the House Committee on Science and Astronautics, 
I took that advice to heart and began to read that most urgent report. 
It wasn’t very long before I came across a sentence which read, and 
I quote, “Doubling our current national investment in education is 
probably a minimal rather than an extravagant goal.”—unquote. 

Yet by the terms of H.R. 7140, the administration suddenly proposes 
to cut already promised funds to school districts where that need is 
most clearly a Federal responsibility, in school districts where the 
Federal Government adds a burden to educational costs with no local 
means of obtaining tax revenue from the source of that burden. 

Mr. Bamey. Would the gentleman permit the Chair to make an 
observation ? 

Mr. Quietey. Yes, of course. 

Mr. Bamey. Is not the administration’s position on school matters 
somewhat that of the person in this story? There was a mountaineer 
in West Virginia who disappeared in the mountains and was gone 
for about a week. People had given him up for lost. Finally one 
day he showed up and they said, “Sam, were you lost?” He said, “Not 
exactly, but at times I got kind of confused.” 

Mr. Quieter. I think H.R. 7140 just adds so much more confusion 
to an already confused picture that I have observed in my time in 
Congress m4 I am sure the chairman has observed for many years. 
This administration has consistently said one thing as far as education 
is concerned and has consistently proposed to do just about the 
opposite. 

In fact, H.R. 7140 has sort of a reverse English to it. At a time 
when the President’s committee is urging that the Nation double its 
investment in education, the President’s administration by its spon- 
sorship of H.R. 7140 is proposing that the Federal Government cut 
its contribution to federally impacted areas by a much as one-half. 
It is with great difficulty that I restrain myself from making some 
remarks here about administration arithmetic. 

As most of you are too well aware, I could stand before you and 
quote from innumerable speeches of the President and his Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare expressing their concern over the 
needs of our educational system and its facilities. But I think it more 
germane to quote from the people who have a real concern in this field, 
the people who are in the field of education affected by this legislation. 

What I am going to read now is a compendium of statements from 
supervising principals of school districts in my congressional district. 
That district receives almost $500,000 under the provisions of Public 
Law 874, a substantial sum that truly does not fully cover the added 
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expense imposed on the school districts by the additional Federal 
children. The words of the supervising principals are far better 
than mine, and, I might add, the administration’s, in telling of the 
effects that the passage of H.R. 7140 would have. Every statement I 
now make is a direct quote from an aducator in the 19th chinasnenbial 
District of Pennsylvania: 

The present provisions of Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 were well con- 
ceived and school districts are now getting fair treatment based on the loss of 
revenue caused by operations of the Federal Government. We have already 
projected our budgets on the basis of existing law. Amendments as proposed 


would cause extreme hardships on many school districts and tend to reduce the 
quality of education. * * * 


Another principal said: 


The passage of such a bill would be a catastrophe to all school districts within 
our joint school system. To withdraw Federal aid now would be a broken 
promise by the Federal Government to the people of this community. * * * 


Still another principal said: 


Any curtailment of the program of Federal assistance would create a terrific 
burden upon the school districts. The passage of H.R. 7140 would do great 
financial harm to the districts of our joint school system as well as to hundreds 
of school districts all over the country. * * * 


Another principal said : 


You know it is now a large problem to find sufficient funds to pay for housing 
and to maintain a good educational program for these children moved in because 
of Federal activity. In this strictly rural area where real estate must carry the 
major share of local taxation, a loss of income which represents several mills 
on real estate is quite a loss. * * * 


Finally, one more principal said : 


Our school budgets are based on existing law making no provision for reduc- 
tion in Federal assistance. I therefore hope that you will exert every effort 
to prevent approval of the proposed amendments. 

This is what the 19th Congressional District of Pennsylvania—the 
President’s own congresional district—has to say. And I assure you 
gentlemen that this is a district which is more conscious of the impli- 
cations of Federal spending and Federal control than most. It is a 
district that believes the Government should be on a pay-as-you-go 
basis insofar as practicable. It most certainly believes that the Fed- 
eral Government should pay its own way for the burdens it imposes 
on others. H.R. 7140 proposes to give the Federal Government cut- 
rate prices at the expense of the local communities. If this happens, 
the communities might in turn be forced to give the Federal children 
as well as the local children cutrate education. I am sure that this 
is not the desired object of H.R. 7140 but it is certainly the potential 
result. Thus, I ask the committee to make an unfavorable report on 
H.R. 7140. 

For all of these reasons I would hope that the subcommittee would 
see fit to make an unfavorable report on H.R. 7140. 

Mr. Battery. I want to thank you, Mr. Quigley, for your very able 
presentation of the situation in your district in Pennsylvania: You 
will understand there are quite a number of Congressmen here who 
desire to be heard this morning. I shall not take any more time 
in asking you any questions because I am pretty well familiar with 
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the situation in your district. Once more, let me thank you for your 


nS See sae 
. Quieter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate having the 
opportunity to be here. 

r. Bartey. We now have as our next guest speaker from the Con- 
gress the Honorable Clem W. Miller. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEM W. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Miter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to 
testify before this committee on a subject that is both important to 
my district and to the Nation, and on which I have strong personal 
convictions. I welcome a few minutes to tell you why, in my opinion, 
enactment of legislation like H.R. 7140 would work against the best 
interests of both the Nation and my district. 

My district is the first of California—the north coast of California. 
Within this district, which stretches from the Golden Gate to the 
Oregon line, the people of the United States, through their Federal 
Government, have many and substantial interests. These include 
military bases, national forests, and Indian reservations. 

Because of these interests, the people of the United States have 
placed, and are placing, and will continue to place, substantial bur- 
dens upon the taxpayers in local public schoo] districts. 

Let me say that the taxpayers of these local school districts—and 
there are no fewer than 58 in my congressional district which would 
be affected adversely by the proposal before you—do not wish to get 
something for nothing from the taxpayers of the United States. 

They believe that the basic public policy expressed in Public Laws 
815 and 874 is an equitable one; that the taxpayers of the whole 
United States should bear a portion of local paliee school costs when 
Federal Government activities impose a direct burden on local school 
costs or diminish revenues. 

I oppose the b wie ieee represented by H.R. 7140 because, by depart- 
ing radically from this basic policy expressed by the Congress 9 
years ago, the quality of education in many schools in the district I 
represent would be impaired. 

I know from personal experience the very great efforts the local 
taxpayers in most of these school districts are making to keep up 
with their accelerating local school needs. 

I would like permission of the Chair to introduce exhibits from 
school districts within the First Congressional District which indi- 
cate this need in a very graphic and specific form. 

Mr. Battey. Would those be in form to be entered in the proceed- 
ings of the committee or are they charts? 

Mr. Miturr. They would be in form that could be introduced in 
the proceedings. 

r. Bamgy. Without objection, they will be admitted as part of 
the record. 

Mr. Miter. A substantial portion of these accelerating needs are 
caused by increasing demands on California schools because of nearby 
Federal activities. The number of pupils connected with Federal 
activities, in the terms of Public Law 815 and 874, the available data 
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shows, are increasing faster than total enrollment in California. I 
understand that detailed data compiled by the California State De- 
partment of Education has been submitted to the committee on this 
int. 

Pen ainst this background, the administration proposes to change 
the fair and equitable policy stated in 815 and 874 to limit Federal 
assistance to those local school districts whose school revenues are 
impaired by reason of the tax-exempt status of Federal property lo- 
cated in the school district involved. 


No matter who owns it— 
Dr. Flemming said in his statement accompanying this proposal— 
property located outside a school district cannot be taxed by that district. 


This is a concept foreign to the philosophy of the existing law, 
which is that the Federal assistance should be related to the burden 
imposed by Federal activity rather than to the value of the Federal 

roperty. 
. Whet 1er or not Federal property is or is not located in a school dis- 
trict is not pertinent at all. Assistance under 815 and 874 should 
not be payments in lieu of taxes. They must be related to the addi- 
tional conbike imposed upon local school districts because of the 
presence of federally connected pupils rather than to any valuation 
placed upon federally owned property. 

This bill shows the administration’s affection for the use of for- 
mulas and abracadabra to make great problems disappear. This is 
why the President’s personal budget has increased so steadily during 
the last few years. 

H.R. 7140 represents a device to attempt to justify reduction of 
Federal expenditures in this essential field at the same time the 
President’s Science Advisory Committee has recommended doubling 
the Nation’s investment in education. 

This distinguished committee, then headed by Dr. James R. Killian, 
Jr., told the President last May: 

Doubling our current annual investment in education is probably a mini- 
mal * * * goal. 

I think that the members of this committee will agree with me 
that there is little prospect for increasing our investment in educa- 
tion unless the Federal Government is involved—unless the resources 
of the Federal Government can be added to the resources of the local 
school districts and the States. 

I might add that Public Law 874 and Public Law 815, if under 
those laws there could be used some of the funds the President uses - 
rcv eg to get out from under the Federal Government’s responsi- 

ility, we could take care of the deficit they are trying to avoid. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that as we fight this continuing battle of the 
budget, none of us will win or lose it at the expense of our children— 
or at the expense of the excellence of our school systems. This is 
my hope because I believe the quality of our public education wiil, 
in the long run, determine our future success as a Nation. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you very much for your forthright statement. 
I appreciate your appearance here. 

Mr. Mitier. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Batrey. Our next witness will be Mr. Harlan Hagen from 
California. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE 14TH DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hagen. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of appear- 
ing here and I ask the privilege of revising and extending my remarks. 

Mr. Batrry. Before you start your testimony, Mr. Hagen, you had 
communicated with the Chair about a special problem you have there. 
Would you mind touching on it lightly in your testimony here? 

Mr. Hacen. That is mostly what I will talk about. I, too, wish to 
urge opposition to H.R. 7140 or any other proposals which would di- 
minish the aids given under either 815 or 874. I have several im- 
pacted school areas in my district. The one I want to talk mostly 
about is the Muroc Unified School District which serves the Edwards 
Air Force Flight Test Center where they test these experimental air- 
craft and also test rocket engines. 

I think these statistics are still valid, but in 1957-58, for example, 
the formula for elementary pupils and high school pupils and unified 
pupils was all different. This is an example of the Muroc Unified 
School District. A unified school district is one which includes both 
the elementary and high schools under a single district with a single 
tax base. In this illustration 784 elementary pupils times $161.62 
equals $126,710.08. Two hundred sixteen high school pupils times 
$310.61 equals $67,091.76. For a total of 1,000 pupils the Federal con- 
tribution would be $193,801.84. 

Take the same thousand pupils who receive the unified school con- 
tribution of $175 per pupil. The total Federal contribution there 
would be $175,600. The net differential is $18,201.84. 

I call this to your attention because apparently there is some inade- 
quacy in the law in treating— 

Mr. Battery. Your point is that the unified school is being discrimi- 
nated against ? 

Mr. Hacen. That is right. 

Mr. Battey. We have here Mr. Lillywhite of the Department of 
Education. Mr. Lillywhite, are you familiar with this situation in 
this particular district of Mr. Hagen’s? 

Mr. Hacen. I only have these figures the superintendent has given 
me. 

Mr. Littywurre. I thought he was going to get to the construction 
side of the problem. We have had a lot of correspondence, some with 
Mr. Hagen’s office and some with the school people, on the construc- 
tion problems. I had never heard that there was any problem on the 
rate of payment. The rate of payment is based on comparable com- 
munities in the same State. 

Mr. Battey. This seems to be a peculiar setup, a little different 
school from the average. 

Mr. Luywuirte. There are a lot of peculiar setups in California, 
out in the desert country with heavy military installations. They 
have unified school districts which include both the elementary and 
high schools, and usually the rates are different. In rate fixing for 
874 the State of California has made provision. I was not aware 
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that there was any problem on the 874 payments, Mr. Hagen. It had 
never been communicated to us. 

Mr. Hagen. I believe these figures are contained in a letter ad- 
dressed to you in 1957.* I assume that the situation would be the same 
today. 

Mr. Bauey. It is safe to assume it is. 

Mr. Haagen. I believe you have a letter in your file. These were 
taken from a copy of a letter addressed to you, I believe, which shows 
there is a discrimination here where the payments is made to one of 
these unified school districts for the same pupilage level. 

Mr. Littywuite. I will be glad to look at it. If a school district 
has both elementary and high school, the costs would be expected to 
be perhaps less than a strictly high school district and perhaps more 
than an elementary district, so they are different, and are different 
throughout all of California. 

You will recall, Mr. Chairman, early when the law was first estab- 
lished there was provision for additional payments—— 

Mr. Battery. t would like for you to check into the matter, give 
Mr. Hagen a report on it, and send me a copy of it. 

Mr. Littywuite. Very well. 

Mr. Battey. Now proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Hacen. I do not want to take too much time, Mr. Chairman, 
but I would like to invite your attention to another aspect of this 
whole problem. As I understand it, based on this same school, there 
were in 1957-58—I am talking about 874 now—the ADA represented 
by federally connected pupils was 1301; that for nonfederally con- 
nected pupils was 533. Yet of that heresy budget 874 contributed only 
22 percent, whereas the State contributed 41.8 percent and the district 
36 percent. 

Thus, although 70.9 percent of the attendance was federally con- 
nected, only 22.2 percent of the operating funds came from Federal 
aid. As you can see, if these facts are valid, this poses a real problem 
and is part of the reason why this particular district seeks assistance 
on another problem they have. 

I would assume that it might be wise to investigate the possibility 
of basing Federal contributions on a percentage proportion to that 
maintained by a given State because the overall policy of State contri- 
bution to local districts is relatively inflexible and based on strict eco- 
nomics. I think this Federal matching money might well be based 
on a proportionate ratio to State contribution to local districts. At 
least, that could be an alternate formula. I do not know that it would 
work in all States. I merely suggest that. 

The big problem that this Muroc Unified School District has is that - 
they wish to implement the law to permit the Office of Education or 
some other agency of the Federal Government to reimburse them for 
the capital investment the State and local taxpayers have made in a 
high school plant which was originally constructed with the assist- 
ance of 815 funds for the purpose of providing high school facilities 
for the children of residents of the Edwards Air Force Flight Test 
Center. I do not know whether the Office of Education would agree 
to these figures, but it is estimated that the Federal contribution to the 
capital costs of that high school has been approximately $200,000, 
whereas the local contributions have been in the order of $618,000. 
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At the time the high school was constructed there was a preponder- 
ance of nonfederally connected pupils. That situation has changed 
and will change increasingly in the future to the point where the 
facility itself will only be adequate to accommodate the purely fed- 
erally connected pupils. 

With this mind, and with the fact in mind that nonfederally con- 
nected pupils have to travel approximately 20 miles by bus to attend 
this school, the people in the school district wish to establish a second 
plant 20 miles distant in the other principal population center, but in 
order to do that they must receive, they feel, a reimbursement for 
their $618,000 investment in this current plant. That is what they 
seek, some formula in the law which would permit this reimbursement. 

With that money in hand, they could then build a second plant 
which would not be surplus to the needs of the district at all but would 
merely provide what might be described as a divided program, two 
high schools within a single district. That is the problem which I 
present to you. 

I will submit for the record, Mr. Chairman, a suggested amend- 
ment to the law which would permit this grant of money from the 
Federal Government to the district. 

Mr. Battey. Is the gentleman speaking of his proposed amendment 
to apply to the existing statute governing 815 and 874 or to the pro- 
posal submitted by the administration ? 

Mr. Hacen. This would be an amendment of the existing 815. 
This is rather an involved problem, I realize, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battery. Perhaps it would be wise for you to discuss this again 
with the Department of Education. 

Mr. Littywuire. We discussed it at great length. 

Mr. Battery. Make it brief. 

Mr. Littywuite. We discussed it at great length with Mr. Hagen. 

Mr. Bamey. Are you agreed with him that there is justification for 
modifying 

Mr. Littywurire. We do not see any possibility whatever, in fair- 
ness to other school districts, to make a special amendment in this 
case. 

Mr. Baty. That does not preclude your offering an amendment 
when the bill comes up for extension. 

Mr. Hacen. I maka, assume his answer is based on certain legalisms 
and also a certain basic philosophy, which is stated to govern 815, 
which could be disputed, of course. 

Mr. Littywurre. I should say—I am just talking now, Congress- 
man, I am not expressing the official position of the Department—I 
am simply indicating what we have said in letters and it should be 
taken in that manner, certainly. 

Mr. Hacen. That is right, there has been extensive correspondence 
between the Office of Education and both myself and Senator Kuchel 
on this problem. I understand you will not act on this legislation 
until next year. 

I personally feel there could be some accommodation on this prob- 
lem which would not necessarily involve an outright grant, because 
there is an increasing need for facilities. 

As I see it, it is a matter of where you locate them primarily. It 
may be that within the existing formula they can find enough money, 
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if they so desire, in the Office of Education to make possible a second 
plant. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bamwry. Thank you, Mr. Hagen. We will now hear from Dr. 
D. S. Saund, also of the California delegation. You may further 
identify yourself, Mr. Saund, and proceed with your testimony. 


STATEMENT OF HON. D. S. SAUND, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE 29TH DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Saunp. I am D. 8. Saund, a Representative of the 29th Con- 
gressional District of the State of California. 

Mr. Chairman, may I first express my appreciation to you and the 
other members of the committee for this opportunity to express my 
views on the legislation under consideration. 

H.R. 7140 would wreak a decided hardship in more than 20 fed- 
erally impacted school districts of my congressional district that are 
receiving Federal assistance under Public Laws 815 and 874. 

This is particularly true of the school districts in the vicinity of 
March Air Force Base, a major Strategic Air Command base at River- 
side, Calif. Children of military and civilian personnel of this base 
receive their education in the public schools of Riverside and other 
outlying school districts. 

An example of the drastic effect which this administration proposal 
would have on these school districts is indicated on the following 
figures compiled by the California Department of Education. 

Riverside city schools, comprising the elementary and junior high 
schools, would suffer a loss of more than 49 percent of its Public Laws 
815 and 874 funds if H.R. 7140 becomes law. 

Riverside City High School District would lose 24 percent of its 
Federal funds. 

Midland School District, a more or less rural school district in the 
vicinity of March Air Force Base, would lose 7 percent. 

In order to offset the loss in funds in Riverside, a tax rate of 0.11 
would be required. <A tax rate of 0.13 would be necessary to offset 
the loss in Federal funds in the Midland School District. 

I submit that that is an unjust tax load to impose on local taxpayers 
for school expenses in districts burdened by enrollment connected 
with Federal property. 

I do not have figures for the more than 20 other school districts in 
Riverside and Imperial Counties which receive funds under this pro- 
gram. But the situation will be comparable, if perhaps not so severe. 

In my congressional district, as throughout the State of California, 
there is an increasing, rather than a decreasing, Federal obligation to 
support education. We are experiencing the effect of the expansion 
of Federal activities that is accelerating throughout the State. 

The proposal set forth in H.R. 7140 is unrealistic and unfair, and 
I respectfully urge that it be rejected. 

Mr. Barry. You mention Riverside. I recall our hearings held in 
connection with initiating this program. Is that just across route 101 
from the entrance of Camp Pendleton ? 

Mr. Saunp. It is quite a way inside, but you might have gone to 
March Air Force Base. 

Mr. Barny. We were at Camp Pendleton. I thought the city of 
Riverside was close to the entrance to Camp Pendleton. 
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Mr. Saunp. It is about 60 miles away. 

Mr. Battry. What is that city there ? 

Mr. Saunp. Riverside is the home of the famous Mission Inn, the 
beautiful inside area where you get the beautiful citrus fruit. 

Mr. Battry. You say you would lose 49 percent ? 

Mr. Saunp. Yes; 49 percent for the elementary and junior schools, 
24 percent for the high school district. 

Mr. Bauer. Thank you, Dr. Saund, for your presentation. We 
will give due consideration to your situation. 

_The next Member of Congress is Hon. Porter Hardy, Jr., of Vir- 

ginia. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PORTER HARDY, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I want to express appreciation for this 
opportunity to present a few remarks about the situation in my own 
district. 

First, I would like to indicate my personal appreciation and my 
feeling that the country is indebted to the chairman of this subcom- 
mittee for the fine work he has done on the subject matter we are now 
discussing. This matter of Federal impaction to school districts has 
been a most important subject and, Mr. Chairman, I know you have 
contributed more of your own time and effort toward a proper adjust- 
ment of that situation than any other individual. 

Mr. Baitey. I thank the gentleman from Norfolk for his com- 
mendation of my efforts in this respect. I am wondering if the gentle- 
man is aware of the fact that the proposed new civil rights bill in the 
Judiciary Committee, I believe sponsored by Mr. Celler of New 
York—are you aware of what they are trying to do to Public Laws 815 
and 874? 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I do not think any good would ever 
come out of any civil rights bill that would be proposed by the gentle- 
man from New York. As a consequence, I would ope not to get 
into any detailed discussion of it other than to say I hope it never sees 
the light of day. 

Mr. Battery. May I suggest to the gentleman that that provision was 
not originally in the proposed civil rights bill but the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare testified, and I think it has adminis- 
tration support. 

Mr. Harpy. That is not surprising either, Mr. Chairman. While 
there have been some good things come out of the Office of Education, 
it seems to me that there has been an unnecessary flurry of such little 
contentious matters as that sponsored by this administration or by 
agencies of this administration, which I think are most unfortunate. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make this one observation, if I may. 
When we get into this kind of controversy, it does not do anybody any 
good. It stirs up agitations and feelings which are not helpful to the 
Nation. I regret exceedingly that these issues are injected. 

Mr. Batry. I just wanted to alert the gentleman from Virginia to 
the effect that sometimes you have to be on guard about who you are 
playing around with or you are liable to be doublecrossed. 

Mr. Harpy. I found that out. As the gentleman knows, we served 
a good many years together in the Congress and have had an oppor- 
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tunity to witness at firsthand a good many operations in several 
different administrations, so I appreciate his calling my attention to 
the current situation. However, I hope that we will not have to be 
confronted with it on the floor. 

Mr. Battey. Now will the gentleman proceed with his formal pres- 
entation. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My presentation will be 
very short. 

You have a personal familiarity with my district, I am sure. It is 
the most populous district in the State of Virginia, the smallest one 
in area, and it contains a greater number of Federal children going 
to school than any other area in Virginia, unless it is the Arlington 
area. We have the greatest concentration of Navy in the world in my 
district. That is our major industry, Mr. Chairman. It is a non- 
taxpaying industry, as you well know. 

5 a so that there may be a clear indication of the limited area 
which comprises my district, the entire district is cut out of what was 
once one county. There are actually four political subdivisions: The 
city of Norfolk, the city of Portsmouth, South Norfolk, and the 
county of Norfolk. 

Mr. Chairman, most of the schoolchildren in my district are children 
of service personnel or of civilian personnel working for the U.S. 
Government. The effect which any alteration in Public Law 874 
particularly would have on our school system is clear to anyone with 
any familiarity with the situation there. I want to urge that there 
be no change made to weaken the present statute which has proved to 
be so effective and so helpful in properly educating the children of our 
community. 

Mr. Chairman, I have with me communications from several of my 
affected political subdivisions or school districts. Each political sub- 
division has its school system. We do not have other boundaries of 
school districts. 

I have a letter from the superintendent of schools of Norfolk Coun- 
ty, a letter from the superintendent of schools of the city of Ports- 
mouth, a telegram from the superintendent of schools of the city of 
Norfolk, and a letter from the city manager of Norfolk, which I would 
like to submit for the record. 

Mr. Batter. If there is no objection they will be accepted and in- 
cluded as a part of the printed record. 

(The letters and telegram referred to follow :) 

NorFOLK County Pusiic ScHoots, 
Great Bridge, Norfolk, Va., August 3, 1959. 


Hon. Porter HArpy, Jr., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Porter: It is vital that Public Law 874 be continued if defense com- 
munities such as ours is to continue to provide adequate services such as schools, 
recreation, and the like. 

There is a vast difference in the financial effect on a community where the 
Government took over private land and built large numbers of low-cost housing 
projects and later disposed of them to individuals than in communities where 
the influx of defense workers did not require it. For example, Alexander Park, 
which had over 4,000 units owned by the Government, now is privately owned 
and operated as rental units. The county receives less tax revenue than it did 
when it was Government owned. These were originally built as temporary 
rental units but now have become a continuing financial burden on our com- 
munity. The majority of these homes contain young families who have an 
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above average number of school age children. Most of the parents of these 
children are members of the Armed Forces or employed on Federal installations. 

Norfolk County served during World War II and the Korean emergency and 
continues to serve as the bedroom for many defense workers and service per- 
sonnel. Norfolk County’s tax base per capita has rapidly decreased since World 
War II due to the factors mentioned. What has really aggravated our situation 
is the large housing projects that have been sold to private interests. The peo- 
ple continue to rent these substandard homes and as you known the county 
realizes a very low tax return per person because of the very nature of their 
construction and value. In addition to this, a large number of very modest 
homes designed to take care of the war workers were built by private individuals 
and either rented or sold to the workers. 

We feel that communities thus affected should be classified in a higher or dif- 
ferent category in receiving assistance under Public Law 874. All communities 
where this has occurred and where it is necessary to have modest rental and 
modest privately owned homes will have the unequal burden to provide schools 
and other services to these citizens. 

It must be recognized that the morale of the Armed Forces and defense workers 
is greatly affected by the type of services provided, such as, schools, recreation, 
and the like. It is not possible to provide these services unless assistance is 
received. The defense burden should be borne equally by all American citizens 
rather than to place this burden on communities such as Norfolk County because 
of its geographical proximity to defense installations. 

In brief, we feel that the problems that have been created by the Federal 
Government in communities like Norfolk County should be handled in a different 
way from a community where the Government has not constructed large numbers 
of low-cost rental projects that later were disposed of instead of being com- 
pletely eliminated as you recall was done in the case of Broad Creek Village. 
We must realize, however, that there is a need for this type of housing and as 
long as this need exists it will be necessary for communities so affected to con- 
tinue to receive Federal assistance such as provided under Public Law 874. 

Sincerely, 
E. W. Currrum, Superintendent. 


PoRTSMOUTH PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Portsmouth, Va., June 13, 1959. 
Hon. Porter Harpy, Jr., 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR CONGRESSMAN Harpy: The amendments to Public Laws 815 and 874 as 
proposed in H.R. 7140, if passed, would be disastrous to the public schools of 
Portsmouth. Under Public Law 874 alone Portsmouth would lose $148,900 in 
operating funds for the year 1959-60. Portsmouth, like many other communities 
where there is a heavy preponderance of Federal activities, is hard pressed to 
find the funds to run efficient schools, even with the present Federal aid. To 
take away any part of this aid would do irreparable damage. 

The laws as now written are eminently fair to all and should remain sub- 
stantially the same. The Portsmouth School Board vigorously opposes the pro- 
posed changes and has instructed me to so notify you, and to request once again 
your support in keeping these laws in force as they now are. 

The local community has tapped every available source of revenue for schools. 
We even have a 10-percent utility tax for school construction. 

Portsmouth is indeed grateful for your splendid assistance in the past, and 
we know that we shall receive all possible help from you in this most critical 
situation. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely, 
AF J. Mapp, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


NORFOLK, VA., June 9, 1959. 
Hon. Porter Harpy, Jr., 
House of Representatives, Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D.C.: 


City and school officials of Norfolk urge that Public Law 874 be continued as 
now written. We are opposed to the amendments now being proposed. Pro- 
posed changes in the percentages of entitlement for the various classifications 
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of pupils would be unfair in an area consisting of communities so interwoven as 
our own. We feel that Public Law 874 as it now stands is working fairly. 
Therefore we urge its continuation without the proposed amendments. 
Since we have had no experience with Public Law 815 in recent years, we are 
unable to give any reaction to proposed amendments. 
J. J. BREWBAKER, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


City or NorFo Kk, VA., June 22, 1959. 
Hon. Porter Harpy, Jr., 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Porter: I am advised that certain amendments to Public Law 874, which 
would reduce the payments which the U.S. Government makes to the city of 
Norfolk on account of certain federally connected schoolchildren, have been pro- 
posed and I urge you to make every effort to have these amendments defeated. 

The proposed amendments would cause a substantial reduction in the Federal 
school funds which the city receives. Furthermore, Public Law 874, as it now 
exists, is operating fairly and the proposed amendments would result in inequities 
in areas such as ours where cities and counties are so closely interwoven. 

Therefore, the city will appreciate it if you will endeavor to have Public Law 
874 continued as it is now written. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas F. MaxweE tt, City Manager. 

Mr. Harpy. Let me again thank you for permitting me to appear 
and make these brief remarks, and to express the hope that nothing 
will be done to weaken the Federal participation in the maintenance 
and operation and, where necessary, the construction of schools in 
federally impacted areas. 

Mr. Baitey. I thank the gentleman from Virginia. 

Our next witness will be Hon. Neal Smith of Iowa. 


STATEMENT OF HON. NEAL SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FIFTH DISTRICT OF IOWA 


Mr. Suiru. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank this committee for the 
paige to a here and to state briefly my opposition to the 
bill to decrease school aid to impacted areas, H.R. 7140, and to tell 
you the reasons why. It seems to me that school districts with enroll- 
ments containing an abnormal percentage of children of Federal 
workers who either live in homes or work in installations that are 
excluded from local taxation need some Federal aid, and that failure 
to provide the contribution causes other residents to pay the bill 
resulting from the Government’s impacting the area. 

This is true at least in Iowa because the basic school tax is the prop- 
erty tax. I think that is true in most States. Before coming to Con- 
gress I might mention that I was an attorney and a promoter for 
many school reorganization proponents. The school districts I helped 
reorganize over the past 4 or 5 years would total several thousand 
square miles out there. As the chairman knows, since he has been in 
this field so long, Iowa originally had school districts that contained 
only 4 square miles. So in reorganizing these districts we have to put 
30 or 40 together in order to find a district that will support an 
educational system. 

Mr. Batter. If the gentleman will allow the Chair to interrupt, may 
I express my deep appreciation for his efforts in working out a con- 
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solidation in his State. It was one of the worst offenders in that it 
had several thousand small school districts. 

Mr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for that and I will say that 
this is one of the reasons why I am coming here this morning to ex- 
press my basis for my objections, which is because in this reorganiza- 
tion of these schoo] districts I found that the homes where the children 
live under the tax system we have in most States are not enough of a 
tax base to support the children because it takes both the tools a man 
works with and his home in order to form the tax base. If you do not 
dy both the tools and the home, you do not have enough of a tax 

ase. 

In the case of these children of Federal employees, of course, the 
tools they work with are Government property. They are not taxable. 
If a payment in lieu of taxes for support of schools is not made in 
these cases, the homeowners will have to pay the bill through increas- 
ing their real estate and local tax in order to pay the bill for the 
Federal Government having impacted the area. 

Any reduction in formula in Public Laws 815 and 874 at this time 
would create an additional hardship in at least some districts affected, 
which I would like to call to your attention. School districts in Iowa 
and I think in most States must prepare their budgets well in advance 
of the school year, so that the school tax can be levied. That budget 
must include estimated income from other sources, including Public 
Law 874. These school districts are dependent upon the same formula 
being used next year, and if it is not used, they will not have enough 
money to pay the operation for the full school year because their 
budgets have already been made up by this time. If there is any re- 
duction in the formula in any future year, school districts need notice 
long before the time for the school year to begin. 

The rising cost of education and everything else is also putting these 
districts in a bind at the present time. In Iowa and in most States the 
costs have increased faster than State aid and other tax equalization 
cS The help provided under Public Laws 815 and 874 is badly 
needed. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, and in thanking you again, I want to say 
I certainly hope that you take a long look at and hold long hearings 
on this administration’s proposal, H.R. 7140; in fact, so long that I 
hope the Congress adjourns before it is enacted. 

Mr. Battery. The Chair wants to express the appreciation of the 
committee for your appearance. We know you have your problems 
in Iowa, particularly it is true in the States that still look to the local 
tax values as a base for carrying on their educational system. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Barer. Our next witness will be the Honorable Craig Hosmer. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CRAIG HOSMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE 18TH DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hosmer. Mr. Chairman, I am gyncent to the proposal to slash 
“impacted area” aid fund to schools in heavy defense areas. This pro- 


am was established to meet a need which has not to this time dimin- 
ished, but actually has become more critical. 

If the HEW proposal is adopted, the educational program in many 
California school districts will be seriously impaired. It calls for a re- 
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duction in Federal funds as high as 60 percent of allocations under 
present law in a number of districts, as high as 50 percent in many 
other districts and substantial reductions in all the remainder. These 
reductions will adversely affect the educational programs of districts 
in which 51 percent of the total number of pupils in California are 
enrolled. That is the percentage of California’s youth who attend 
school in districts receiving support under Public Laws 874 and 815. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare estimates its 
proposal will reduce entitlements of California school districts under 
Public Law 874 from $25.7 million to $18.4 million. This is a decrease 
of $7.3 million, or 28 percent. The reduction under Public Law 815 
is estimated to be from $14.9 million to $9.9 million, a reduction of 
$5 million, or 33 percent of entitlements under the present law. And 
these estimates do not include losses that will result from the proposed 
redefinition of Federal property which will be substantial in many 
districts. 

And what is the extent of Federal property in California? The 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare reports that eligible 
Federal properties claimed by California school districts number 604 
and constitute 15,914,259 acres. These properties are located in 46 
of the State’s 58 counties and do not constitute the total of Federal 
holdings in the State. Authoritative surveys indicate that approxi- 
mately 48 percent of the area of California is owned by the Federal 
Government. The large extent to which the Federal Government has 
acquired property in California upon which persons live or are em- 
ployed certainly is an indication of the extent of the obligation which 
Congress has recognized under the provisions of Public Laws 874 and 
815. 

In 1957-58 1714 percent of all pupils in the Nation, eligible for pay- 
ments under Public Law 874, attended school in California, and 17 
percent of the total payments under the act were made to California 
school districts. 

The extent of the burden borne by California school districts be- 
cause of Federal ownership and Federal activity is growing rather 
than diminishing. The increase in federally connected pupils is 
greater than the increase in total pupils. The average daily attend- 
ance of federally connected pupils from 1950-51 through 1957-58 was 
increased 107.1 percent, while the increase in total average attendance 
was only 67.3 percent. 

The proposal in H.R. 7140, redefining Federal property would ex- 
clude as Federal property that from which a State or local agency may 
derive tax revenues on substantially its full value by a tax imposed on 
the property or with respect to the use of or interest in the property. 
But how are “tax revenues on substantially its full value” determined ? 
This proposal based, according to HEW, on the fact that the Supreme 
Court has ruled the Federal properties which have been leased to 
private firms or individuals can be taxed by State and local govern- 
ments for the full valuation of the properties, just as though they were 
privately owned. Although the Supreme Court has thusly ruled, 
nevertheless California and other States have no provisions of law 
for such tax, and there is no time prior to the 1959-60 year to consider 
and pass such legislation. If this proposal is adopted, it will result 
in the withdrawal of Federal rh 6 eh with no possibility of recovery 
from any source of the funds withdrawn. 
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The problem of defining Federal property presented itself in 1953. 
At that time, I was one of those instrumental in amending Public Law 
874 to provide that, effective July 1, 1952, the term “Federal property” 
would mean real property which is owned by the United States or is 
leased by the United States. Such terms include real property which 
is owned by the United States and leased therefrom even though the 
lessee’s interest is subject to taxation by a State or a political subdivi- 
sion of a State or by the District of Columbia. 

Under present law, taxes received by a local agency derived from 
use of, or interest in, Federal property are deducted from the payments 
made to that local agency. There are no duplicate payments made ex- 
cept in the rare cases where a pupil connected with a property so 
taxed may attend school in another district, and this duplication exists 
only when the entitlement of the local agency is exceeded by the taxes 
derived. The present provision is equitable and fair to both the local 
agency and the Federal Government and should be continued. To 
adopt the proposed definition of Federal property will seriously harm 
the educational program in many federally burdened California dis- 
tricts. If the proposal is adopted it will result in the withdrawal of 
Federal support with no possibility of recovery from any source of 
the funds withdrawn because California, and other States, cannot by 
law so tax, and there is not time prior to the 1959-60 year to consider 
and pass such legislation. 

The attitude of the Long Beach Unified School District, which is in 
the district I represent, regarding HEW’s proposal that Federal funds 
under Public Law 874 should be considered as “in-lieu-of tax,” is that 
it is illogical. Owen J. Cook, assistant superintendent, of the district 
has written me: 

Considering funds in lieu of property taxes is not sound, neither is it fair to 
many school districts which by reason of their location, contiguous to Federal 
property, receive the residents but not the property itself. We feel that appro- 
priations from the Federal Government should be stable and secure. We should 
not have to petition the Government continually to leave the program with us or 
to make sufficient appropriation for it. 

The actual adverse effect of the HEW proposals on the Long Beach 
Unified School District would be major. Funds under present year 
entitlements would be slashed by $322,770.47 or by a factor of over 
26 percent. Such a cut in funds could not but result in diminishing 
this school district’s capabilities to provide adequate educational op- 
portunities to may thousands of children. The effect would be sub- 
stantially similar in all other school districts which must depend on 
the present wording of the law to maintain proper levels of education. 

I urge that the committee reject H.R. 7140. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Mr. Hosmer. 

Our next witness will be Donald J. Irwin from Connecticut. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD J. IRWIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FOURTH DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT 


Mr. Irwin. I want to register my opposition to H.R. 7140, which 
would amend Public Laws 815 and 874 of the 81st Congress relating 
to school assistance in federally impacted areas by limiting payments 
under such laws to situations involving tax-exempt Federal property. 
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Should H.R. 7140 become law, entitlements to a number of school 
districts in my district—the Fourth of Connecticut—would be wiped 
out or drastically reduced. 

The Federal Government and the Congress have often indicated 
their acceptance of the responsibility for helping finance educational 
services in federally impacted areas. 

This session of Congress, in fact, renewed the program essentially 
intact until 1961—and. by an overwhelming majority. 

Why these school districts, which had been counting on continuance 
of the programs until at least the end of the 1960-61 fiscal year, now 
must be thrown into uncertainty and be faced with a possible elimina- 
tion or reduction of their entitlements under the law, 1s hard to under- 
stand. 

These laws were passed because it was recognized that the Federal 
Government had a responsibility to help in the solution of local prob- 
lems created or aggravated by the Federal Government. 

I feel that the continuation of the program as presently established 
is an urgent necessity. 

Certainly this is not the time to wipe out or reduce entitlements of 
Federal funds to school districts still feeling the impact of Federal 
Government installations. 

This responsibility is a continuing one and especially necessary 
where large Government agencies are being relocated. Wiping out of 
entitlements or reduction of the funds allocated would result either 
in a substantial increase in local taxes or a significant cut in local 
services. 

This, I maintain, would not be practical and would definitely be in- 
consistent with the legislative intent of our established program of 
Federal aid to schools in federally impacted areas, 

School districts in Fairfield, Shelton, and Stfatford—all in my 
district—need these funds and in the amounts allocated under Public 
Law 874. 

So does the school district of the city of Bridgeport, second largest 
community in Connecticut, which, under the provious of H.R. 7140, 
would have its entitlement completely eliminated. 

To decrease or eliminate the funds allocated is not reasonable. 
Education is widely recognized as a vital factor to the Nation’s readi- 
ness for the crucial times ahead and certainly this is not the time to 
interfere with a program where the Federal Government is directly 
responsible for creating tremendous burdens. 

It seems to me that the merit of the on of Federal aid to 
schools in impacted areas is well established. I think it is just and 
equitable that the Federal Government continue to give assistance to 
these areas and to help solve the problems it has created. 

Until such time as some other program of Federal assistance for 
public education is provided in these impacted areas, we should not 
take a backward step at this time by enacting legislation that would 
wipe out or drastically curtail the entitlements provided these com- 
munities under Public Law 874. 

Mr. Bamery. Thank you, Mr. Irwin, for your statement. Our 
next witness will be Charles E. Bennett from Florida. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennetr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to 
testify on H.R. 7140, the administration proposal to amend _ Public 
Law 815 and Public Law 874. The obligation of the Federal Govern- 
ment to contribute to schools in defense areas is soundly based upon 
two considerations. First, Federal defense activities result in a 
shrinkage of local tax rolls, and, second, such installations bring an 
influx of children to be educated. Without the assistance given by 
these laws, an unreasonable burden, which in some cases is an impos- 
sible burden, is cast upon local taxpayers by the educational demands 
thus created. 

The district which I represent is a good example of the need for 
this assistance. In the two counties of this district, there are fcur 
major naval installations and several minor ones. The major facili- 
ties are Naval Air Station, Jacksonville; Naval Air Station, Cecil 
Field; Naval Station, Mayport; and Naval Station, Green Cove 
Springs. Of these the fastest growing at present is Naval Station, 
Mayport. This was designed as a carrier base, but is now becoming 
an important destroyer base as well. After homeporting four car- 
riers there between 1953 and 1957, the Navy last year began homeport- 
ing destroyers there as well. Just last week, it announced that May- 
port will be the home port of four more destroyers, making a total 
of 12 destroyers and four carriers now homeported there. 

With these large, growing installations in our district, a reduction 

in Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 aid would create difficult 
problems of financing for our schools. An example of the hardships 
which would a from enactment of the administration proposal is 
the situation in Clay County, the smaller of the two counties in the 
district which I represent. In it is a mothball fleet Navy installation. 
Clay’s able school superintendent, the Honorable Harris Long, re- 
cently wrote me: 
* * * ALR. 7140 * * * will greatly affect our county under Public Laws 874 
and 815. I estimate that our funds under Public Law 874 will be cut approxi- 
mately $31,000 per year; and under Public Law 815, with the proposed changes, 
I do not know if we would be able to qualify and if so the amount received 
would be cut more than half, or $25,000 * * * I sincerely hope that no changes 
will be made in these two existing laws at this time. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for permitting me to express 
these views. I certainly hope these unfavorable amendments will 
not be adopted. 

Mr. Battery. Mr. McKee, will you come forward and let us have 
the benefit of your interest in this matter? 

Further identify yourself for the reporter. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER T. McKEE, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, MONTGOMERY, ALA. 


Mr. McKee. Mr. Chairman, I am Walter T. McKee, superintendent 
of schools, Montgomery, Ala. 

We have been a participant in this program since the beginning. 
I have a statement here I would like to file for the record and make 
one or two brief comments about it. 
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Mr. Batter. Proceed. 
(The statement of Mr. McKee follows:) 


STATEMENT PRESENTED BY WALTER T. MCKEE, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
MONTGOMERY, ALA, 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to state that I am superintendent of schools 
in Montgomery, Ala. We operate both the city and county schools. On our 
final report for assistance under Public Law 874 which was filed on June 
17, 1959, we had enrolled 35,387 different pupils during the year; 831 of these 
pupils’ parents worked and lived on Federal property ; 5,363 of these pupils were 
pupils whose parents were employed on Federal property. Most of these 
pupils parents were stationed or worked at Maxwell and Gunter Air Force 
Bases; however, 151. of these parents worked on Federal property outside of 
Montgomery Conty. The average daily attendance for the pupils whose parents 
live on Federal property was 735 or 2.33 percent and the average daily at- 
tendance for pupils whose parents were employed on Federal property was 
4,551 or 14.45 percent, and the total average daily attendance for all fed- 
erally connected pupils amounted to 5,286 or 16.78 percent of the total average 
daily attendance. The total average daily attendance for the entire system 
amounted to 31,493. 

We are very much indebted to the Congress of the United States for this 
legislation because since the beginning of this legislation Montgomery County, 
Ala., has received $3,160,050 under Public Law 815 and has received approxi- 
mateily $1,897,888.99 under Public Law 874. Some of our children have had 
to go to school on one-half day sessions even with the above aid and about 
$6 million in local money that has been spent on the construction of school 
buildings in Montgomery County. However, it would have been impossible 
for us to have adequately taken care of the five or six thousand federally 
connected children we have had each year if it had not been for Public Laws 
815 and 874 as they are now written. 

It was my pleasure to attend the hearing of this committee on June 9 and 
10 to hear both Secretary Arthur S. Flemming and Commissioner of Educa- 
tion, Mr. Lawrence Derthick, testify in favor of H.R. 7140, which is the ad- 
ministration proposals for amending Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Congress. 
In my opinion these amendments would adversely affect the educational op- 
portunity for the boys and girls in military affected areas. In Alabama, 
as well as Montgomery County, a very small percentage of the federally af- 
fected pupils live on Federal property. As I stated above, in Montgomery 
County only 2.33 percent are in this category and for the State of Alabama there 
would be less than 1 percent of federally affected pupils living on Federal 
property. I was certainly glad to hear them state in their testimony they 
would favor no changes in payments for boys and girls in this category. 

Under the proposed amendments for Public Law 815 the payment for a (b) 
child would be reduced from 50 percent to 40 percent of the average pupil cost 
of constructing minimum school facilities in the State and payment for chil- 
dren whose parents work or live on Federal property outside of the district 
would be reduced from 50 percent to 25. The changes proposed under Pub- 
lic Law 874 would reduce payments for (b) children from 50 percent of 
the local contribution rate to 40 percent and for (b) children whose parents 
work outside of the school district from 50 to 25 percent. A casual look at 
those figures would make you think you were only reducing payments by 10 
percent in the first instance and 25 percent in the second instance; however, 
since these are percentage reductions from a half payment, in actuality it 
would mean reducing payment for a (b) child by 20 percent; for example, 
in Montgomery County, Ala., this year’s payment for a (b) child amounted 
to $75.72 and the payments for a (b) child under H.R. 7140 in Montgomery 
County, Ala., would only be $60.58, which is a 20 percent reduction in the 
amount of the payment per child. In the same manner, the reduction for 
the parent of the child who works outside of Montgomery County would 
actually amount to 50 percent reduction because that payment would be re- 
duced from $75.72 to $37.86. If this change were made, Montgomery County’s 
payment for 1958-59 would be reduced from $455,940.22 to $383,266.16, or a 
reduction of $72.674.06. 

The percentage of federally affected pupils in Montgomery County schools 
amounted to 16.78 percent, yet the Federal revenue received from 874 was only 


45135—59——11 











152 ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


about 9 percent of the money spent for current expenses in the Montgomery 
County schools and for 735 of these pupils we received the full payment. 

The State of Alabama had 52 school systems receiving aid under Public Law 
874 during the fiscal year 1958 and this aid amounted to $3,129,410 for about 
40,000 pupils; whereas, the total current expenditures in these school systems 
amounted to $57,060,074. A 20 percent and a 50 percent reduction of this Fed- 
eral aid would have an adverse effect on these school systems and the type of 
education the federally affected pupils and others in this area would receive. 

Alabama happens to be a State where its school systems are financed to a 
large extent by State funds with such taxes as the sales tax, income tax, tobacco 
tax, etc., providing most of the State funds. Military people are exempt many 
of these taxes. In Montgomery County, Ala., approximately 64 percent of our 
school revenue comes from the State on the basis of the average daily attendance 
of the previous year. Since we have been gaining approximately 1,200 pupils 
per year over the last 10 years these pupils have been educated entirely out of 
local and Federal funds. Of course, a large part of this pupil increase has been 
caused by the Federal impact. The same picture is true throughout the State 
of Alabama with most of the other applicants receiving an even larger per- 
centage of their money from State funds. 

We feel that Congress through its many hearings and because of the experience 
we have had with the operation of Public Laws 815 and 874 you have arrived 
at a fairly equitable formula for making payments to school systems. To further 
reduce the 50 percent payment on (b) ehildren would lower the type of education 
to be provided in those communities where large Federal installations are in 
existence. 

Mr. McKez. First, I would like to express my appreciation to you 
and the other members of the committee for this legislation that has 
been so helpful to these Federal impacted areas. The area that I come 
from has about 35,000 boys and girls and about 6,000 of them are 
federally connected. 

We are also indebted to you for the floor that you have put in this 
legislation, Public Law 874, because we happen to be from a State 
where a very high percentage of our children come from State sources 
rather than local sources. That has been a tremendous help. 

I was very interested in hearing the administration testify in June 
on this legislation and one of the points that they made is that ap- 
parently they were not going to affect the children that live on military 
bases. In Alabama only about 1 percent of our children fall in that 
category and in Montgomery about 2.33 percent of our children are 
on the base. 

At least we are glad they were not going to affect that. 

Of course, as I am sure it has been brought out many times, the 
casual look, when we speak of the 50 percent reduction to a 40 percent 
reduction, actually amounts to about a 20 percent reduction. In 
Montgomery, Ala., practically all of our children would fall in this 
category and it would work a serious hardship on us in this loss. It 
would amount to something over $75,000 a year and we have about 
16 percent of our children federally connected. We only get about 
8 to 9 percent of our funds from Public Law 874 and the operation 
of that law. 

I have with me Mr. Raymond Christian, who is the superintendent 
of schools at Huntsville, Ala., where the Redstone Arsenal is located. 
As it happens, the arsenal is outside the city limits. He tells me that 
over 50 percent of our children are federally connected and he would 
get a 50 percent reduction because of that situation. 

Mr. Battry. Because the facility is not located in the school 
district ? 
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Mr. McKer. Not in the school district; yes. It is not in the city 
of Huntsville and it would really work a tremendous hardship on the 
Huntsville area and probably that is the most congested area im 
Alabama. : 

I am sure that he has the greatest problem at the present time from 
the standpoint of the Federal impact of any of the 52 school systems 
in Alabama that participate in this program. 

There are many others in Alabama where they have a city system 
and in most cases the installation is outside the city limits. 

Mr. Bary. Would the gentleman from Huntsville care to file a 
separate statement ? 

{r. McKee. I think that he would like to do so. He is not prepared 
to do so this morning, but he is present. 

Mr. Curistian. I would like that privilege, Mr. Chairman. 

I will prepare one. 

Mr. Bartey. What would be the deadline? 

Mr. McCorp. We have two more hearings scheduled next week, Mr. 
Chairman, and that will conclude the hearings depending on how long 
you want to keep the record open. 

Mr. Barry. We have scheduled some more hearings for next week 
but you can proceed to prepare a statement and get it in the hands 
of Mr. McCord. 

Mr. McKee. Congressman Jones, who represents that district, indi- 
cated that he desires to at least file a statement. 

Mr. Curistian. That is the statement I was going to make. I have 
been talking to Congressman Jones and I will see him and Mr. 
McCord. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Battey. Have you concluded your formal statement ? 

Mr. McKee. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you for giving us the information you have and 
the situation in the city of Montgomery. We appreciate getting in 
the record some of the basic facts that the committee will need to 
determine whether we should give serious consideration to the admin- 
istration’s proposal. 

Mr. McKee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Batrey. Are there any other witnesses, Members of Congress, 
or individuals present who care to be heard or care to file a statement 
or brief? 

Dr. Mrrcneit. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battey. Come forward and identify yourself. 


STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES A. MITCHELL, SURGICAL SPECIALIST, 
RIVERSIDE, CALIF. 


Dr. Mrrcnety. Mr. Chairman, Iam Dr. James A. Mitchell of River- 
side, Calif., one of the cities in Congressman Saund’s district. 

I did not come here formally to present anything but I am here 
on business in Washington and I am very interested in education itself. 
I am on the board of education—I should emphasize that—and we 
are having our problems in growth as other communities have in the 


Nation right now. 
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I would like to comment on the action of removing 49 percent of, 
let us call it, the stipend due to the military impact at March Air 
Force Base which is certainly one of the most highly essential outfits 
operated by the Air Force under Gen. Archie Olds, with whom you 
might be familiar, and it has quite a unique and wonderful setup. 

I hope that General Olds will pardon me for using his name in 
reference but a number of men there have small children. That is 
typical of the average military base. What we would like to do, rather 
hee specifically make a plea for Riverside, Calif., is to make a plea 
in regard to education in general in regard to our military children, 
that they be given an opportunity to be taken care of educationwise, 
as has been done in the past, in supporting transportation and so forth. 

We want to upgrade education any and every day. 

The young child, as we all know very well, not in theory but in fact, 
is where we should begin our teaching. Since our military men are 
younger persons, they, themselves, would have younger families and 
so forth, 

We do not have the problem of older persons flying our military 
aircraft such as with the commercial airlines. 

I served with the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps, and I have been 
sort of liaison with the Air Force at one time, so I have had quite a 
close contact with a lot of these men from all sides. They feel very 
sincerely about the education of their children and I would earnestly 
ask that the committee consider this matter favorably in behalf, at 
least, of the military and the impact communities which are serving 
their children. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Battey. We appreciate your statement. 

Dr. MircHei. Any questions ? 

Mr. Battery. We appreciate getting your viewpoints and appreciate 
knowing of your interest in the education and welfare of our boys 
and girls. 

Let me thank you again. 

Dr. Mircueiyi. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Battey. The committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 

The witnesses then will be largely Members of Congress who will 
want to present their viewpoints on the proposed legislation. 
(Thereupon, the hearing was adj weal at 11:08 a.m.) 
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PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 81ST CONGRESS (ADMINIS- 
TRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR MODIFYING EXISTING 
LEGISLATION) 


WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 5, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL EpuUcATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON EpucaTIon AND LaBor, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room 429, 
Old Senate Office Building, Hon. Cleveland M. Bailey (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Bailey, Udall, and Lafore. 

Mr. Battey. The subcommittee will be in order. 

The committee, when it recessed yesterday, recessed to reconvene 
today at 10 o’clock for the purpose of hearing additional witnesses on 
proposals contained in H.R. 7140. 

We have as our first witness this morning Hon. David King of the 
State of Utah. 

Mr. King, will you come forward and further identify yourself to 
the reporter and proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID S. KING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Kine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am David S. King, Congressman from Utah’s Second Congres- 
sional District. I have a written statement, Mr. Chairman, which I 
shall present at this time. 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee, I sin- 
cerely appreciate this opportunity to give you my views and the 
views of other officials of my State and its schools on H.R. 7140. 

Superintendents of the federally impacted school district of Utah 
have written me their views on the amendments which this bill would 
ane in Public Laws 874 and 815, and they are universally opposed to 
them. 

Hon. George D. Clyde, Governor of Utah, and Dr. E. Allen Bate- 
man, State superintendent of public instruction, also are strongly 
opposed to the amendments which the administration proposes. 

ndoubtedly you have heard opposition to this bill from federally 
impacted districts in many States. But I think the Utah opposition 
to it has special significance for at least two reasons. 

The first is that Utah has a higher percentage of its working people 
employed in Federal service, directly and indirectly, than any wri es 
State. The impact of Federal enterprises and installations upon the 
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school population certainly is as broad in Utah as in any other State, 
and perhaps broader. 

The second is that the generalizations which Hon. Arthur S. Flem- 
ming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, made about tax 
revenues in his June 9 statement to this committee simply do not apply 
to Utah. 

At that time, Mr. Flemming observed that : 

* * * for the country as a whole, commercial and industrial property accounts 
for only 27.7 percent of the locally assessed real estate base. For no State does 
the locally assessed evaluation of all commercial and industrial property reach 
even 40 percent of the total local real estate assessment, the highest for any 
State being 37.1 percent * * * 

This simply is not the case. In Utah, the industrial and commercial 
properties represent at least 50 percent of the evaluations on which 
the local school taxes are based. My authorities for this statement 
are the Governor, the Utah State Tax Commission, and the State super- 
intendent of public instruction. Careful examination of the tax com- 
mission records show they actually run more than 50 percent. 

Mr. Flemming qualified his statement, of course, by adding that: 

* * * these percentages do not include property within local school districts 
that is assessed by State governments. Such property has not been included, 
because the only available figures on State assessments include no breakdown 
of commercial and industrial property, on the one hand, and residential property, 
on the other. 

To Utah, this is the fly in the H.R. 7140 ointment. Without such 
a breakdown on the State assessments, how can the relationship be- 
tween the industrial and commercial tax revenue and the residential 
tax revenue be fairly determined ? 

This, in fact, is the weakness in the program, as I see it. It tries 
to discharge the Federal responsibility for sharing the school costs in 
the impacted districts with one flat formula, which is applied univer- 
sally. Yet local conditions and tax procedures vary widely from 
district to district, and from State to State. 

In a communication which I received recently from Secretary 
Flemming, he said the purpose of the amendments a proposed was to 
make these laws, 815 and 874, conform to what he believed to be— 

* * * their basic and only defensible justification, the equitable responsibility 
of the Federal Government to make payments in the nature of in-lieu-of-pay- 
ments to school districts in which tax-exempt Federal property has resulted in 


a deprivation of part of the local tax base normally supporting educational 
services. 


Yet, in the same communication, he observes: 
We are of the opinion, nonetheless, in the light of the available data that the 


40 percent rate proposal is reasonably consistent with the actual factual situa- 
tion for the country as a whole— 


and he goes on to add: 


We do not believe it to be administratively feasible to establish a rate struc- 
ture in the formulas of these laws which would reflect more precisely the vary- 
ing proportions of the valuations of different types of property or the varying 
tax rates assigned such types of property in each of the several States. 


The Federal wa semen d simply cannot be discharged equitably, 
as the Secretary desires, by the single universal formula which he 
proposes. And it will not be discharged equitably unless the program 
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reflects the local conditions better than either the present formula or 
a) ks ase formula reflect them. 

e weakness of the Secretary’s statistical analysis, as it affects 
Utah, is described in a letter which I received last week from Dr. 
E. Allen Bateman, who wrote, in part: 

In the State of Utah, much of our commercial and industrial property is 
assessed by the State tax commission and is not locally assessed. However, 
this property becomes a part of the assessed valuation against which the local 
school district tax rate is levied. In our State, the commercial and industrial 
property is fully 50 percent of the total assessed valuation upon which the 
local school is levied. 

Mr. Flemming is perfectly right in being concerned over the fact 
that some States and districts may be receiving more in-lieu money 
from the Federal Government tlian their industrial and commercial 
tax base would entitle them to. But in a revision of the program 
his division should, I think, also be concerned over the possibility 
that the Federal responsibility is not being fully discharged in Utah, 
and perhaps in other States, by the present program. 

As a minimum, a new program should, I think, embrace a separate 
formula for each State. After all, this would amount to no more 
than 50 formulas, and each would reflect accurately and equitably 
the conditions and taxing practices of that State. 

I am sure the tax commission of every State would be happy to 
work with the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in 
providing the data with which an accurate formula could be pre- 

ared, and in reexamining that data at regular intervals to keep the 

ormula accurate. 

Measured by its revenues, Utah is not a rich State. But I know it 
to be richly endowed in the human resource. Its citizens avera 
more years of school than do those of any other State. I think this 
is one of the factors which has influenced the establishment of im- 
portant Federal installations and defense industries in Utah. Edu- 
cation is perhaps Utah’s proudest tradition. Utah has always done 
its fair share and more in this field, as its contributions to it would 
indicate. And it asks no special privileges of this committee. 

Utahans ask only that you consider very carefully the Utah situa- 
tion, and the inequitable losses that State would incur in the enact- 
ment of this legislation. In the meantime, I stand steadfastly op- 
posed to this bill, because I know it discriminates against my State. 

I thank you for your kind attention. 

I ask permission to insert in the record at this point a statement 
about H.R. 7140 which I received from G. Harold Holt, superintend- 
ent of Davis County School District, the largest of the federally im- 
pacted districts within my congressional district. 

Mr. Battry. Without objection, the additional data will be accepted 
for admission into the printed record. 

(Information referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SUPERINTENDENT G. HAroLp Hout, Davis CouNty ScHooL District, 
FARMINGTON, UTAH 


Under the declaration of policy in Public Law 874, the Government of the 
United States acknowledged its responsibility to compensate school districts in 
reasonable amounts for the cost of educating schoolchildren who, because they 
reside on tax-exempt Federal property, or because their parents are employed 
on such property, do not in effect pay their own way. 
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It has been reported that H.R. 7140, proposed amendments to Public Laws 
874 and 815, would reduce substantially Federal allotments to federally impacted 
districts. It seems that it is assumed that some federally connected students 
are no longer the financial burden to the school districts they once were. 

There has been no significant change since 1950 in the Davis County School 
District or most of the other school districts in Utah to justify a change in 
policy. The impact is just as great today in the Davis School District as it was 
in 1951-52 was 37 percent. In 1956-57 it was 40 percent, and in 1958-59 it was 
8.77 percent. In 1956-57 to 1957-58 it was 10.91 percent, and in 1958-59 it was 
10.99 percent. The ratio of federally connected pupils to the total membership 
in 1951-52 was 37 percent. In 1956-57 it was 40 percent, and 1958-59 it was 
39.16 percent. A comparison of this ratio in other federally impacted Utah 
school districts is as follows: 

















School district 1951-52 | 1956-57 1958-59 
Percent Percent Percent 

SAE a OS SE ae i, ea TS eee” mR 56 | 53 55. 37 
Ee - 26 23 21 
US. ae 40 36 22.6 
Box Elder County ; 19 16 (') 
I oS isk head doeewe s None 33 (@) 
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1 Percentage not yet reported. 


One of the Public Housing Administration projects in the Davis County dis- 
trict has been demolished. The other two have been sold to tax-exempt munici- 
palities that do not pay in-lieu-of-tax money to the school district. This points 
up the fact that the more than 600 children living in these housing projects are 
now a burden and that it all came about as a result of Federal Government 
activity and policy in disposing of the PHA projects. 

For 7 years before World War II there was no growth in Davis County School 
District. The membership was 4,220 in 1933-34 and 4,210 in 1940-41. Beginning 
with World War II, it gradually rose to 15,729 on May 27, 1959, and according 
to projections of the State department of education, by 1963 the enrollment will 
be approximately 26,869. 

Since 1949 the district has spent $11,952,582 for school facilities. Of this 
amount, $2,995,711 will have been provided by the Federal Government under 
Public Law 815. This is more than 25 percent. At the present time the district 
has 510 classrooms, not all of which are standard, and 74 makeshift rooms. We 
need 74 more rooms at 30 pupils per room. By 1963 we will need an additional 
282 rooms. Four of the largest elementary schools will have some grades on 
double sessions at the opening of school this fall. There is no winter kinder- 
garten program, and first grades at four schools will be on a half-day basis. 

The district is bonded to the limit. In assessed valuation per student, Davis 
district is among the seven lowest districts of the State. The maximum tax 
effort under the law is being made, but by 1963 the district will fall further 
behind than ever in classrooms. 

The proposed amendments, if enacted, would handicap the district in its 
maintenance and operation budget as well as in the capital outlay budget for 
school building construction. 

If H.R. 7140 is passed and becomes effective immediately, it would mean an 
approximate loss of $100,000 to the Davis district under Public Law 874 in the 
1959-60 budget year. The effect would be equally damaging on most Utah 
districts now receiving assistance. 

Most of the other Utah districts are also making the maximum financial effort 
to meet the demands to provide satisfactory facilities, good teachers, and a 
standard program. 

All educators accept as a basic need the importance of a sound and adequate 
national defense program. We also reslize the need for curtailing expenditures 
in some areas in order to contribute to the defense program. But we think it is 
not sound or wise to do anything that would impair educational standards in any 
part of the United States to reach this goal. 


Mr. Batter. May I ask the gentleman one or two questions ? 
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Speaking now in the field of construction and the proposed changes 
in Public Law 815, what is the situation in Utah as to the several 
school districts? 

What percent of them have exhausted their bonded capacity and 
what shape would it put them in if this program were curtailed to 
meet their building provisions? 

Mr. Kine. Mr. Chairman, fortunately we have with us here this 
morning my esteemed colleague, Dr. Dixon, who has been in educa- 
tion all of his adult life and we have Mr. Metcalf, who is the head of 
UEA, the Utah Education Association, and although I have some 
ideas on your question, I would prefer that either one or both of 
these gentlemen who are experts in this field answer the question, 
with the chairman’s permission. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you. 

Mr. Udall, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Upatt. No. I just have a comment and I would like to com- 
mend my colleague from Utah for his very pointed and very effective 
statement. I think he has gotten to the very heart of the matter and 
that is that the proposed flat formula as set out by the administration 
is unrealistic. 

They claim there are inequities in the present system, and we agree 
there are. It is hard to devise a system that is equitable in this 
operation, but they attempt to set it up under one flat formula based 
on a hard and fast in-lieu-of-tax concept, which I do not believe is the 
basic concept behind this legislation. I do not think it is pure and 
simple an in-lieu-of-tax proposition, and I am very much interested 
in your conclusion, and I ri it it is your basic conclusion that with 
regard to your State this new formula would be far more inequitable 
than the present formula. 

Is that your basic conclusion ? 

Mr. Kine. That is correct. 

Mr. Upatt. I think that by bringing to our attention, as you have 
so effectively, the factual situation in your State, the impact of this 
thing, you have dramatized the point that some of us have been 
making right along; namely, that the administration proposal, how- 
ever good the intentions are, is very unrealistic. 

Mr. Kina. I appreciate yourcomment. Thank you. 

Mr. Battery. Do you have any questions, Mr. Lafore ? 

Mr. Larore. I would like to thank Mr. King for his testimony. I 
am always interested in local and State tax structures and methods 
of assessment valuation. 

I note that your statement said that the properties were assessed by 
the State tax commission, that is, the commercial property, and indus- 
trial in most instances, instead of locally. 

What is the formula for that ? 

What basis do they use for assessing some and not others? 

Mr. Kina. I do not have that at my fingertips, Mr. Lafore. That 
could be easily obtained. 

Mr. Larorr. Let me ask this: The State tax commission only 
assesses commercial and industrial? 

Mr. Kine. That is right. There are other items that they also 
assess from the State level. 
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Mr. Larore. However, there is some formula which shows what 
they cover and what local assessments cover. 

Mr. Kine. That is correct. It is well set out. 

Mining, for example, is assessed by the State. 

Mr. Battery. I might say to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
that in my State of West Virginia, the elective State officials, com- 
posed of the board of public works, lay all assessments against all 
utilities operating in the State—your gas companies, and your water 
companies, and your service companies of all kinds. That is done 
and the assessed distribution is made to the local school boards and 
county courts. They add that to the local assessment and lay their 
levies on the basis of the combine. 

Mr. Kine. That is essentially our system, Mr. Chairman. 

Our State tax commissioner performs the function that you men- 
tioned. That is correct. 

Mr. Larorr. Thank you. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Mr. King. 

Mr. Kine. Thank you for the opportunity. 

Mr. Baitey. The committee will now hear from the other gentle- 
man from the great State of Utah, Mr. Dixon. 

Mr. Dixon, will you come forward and give us the benefit of your 
thinking in this matter. 


STATEMENT OF HON. H. A. DIXON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


Mr. Drxon. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to ap- 
ear against the proposed amendments to Public Law 874 and Public 
aw 815. 

I also ask the privilege of sharing some of my time with Principal 
Roy Metcalf of the Weber County High School, who can tell you 
firsthand the situation in the Weber County School District, Utah. 

Mr. Batrey. Very well, sir. 

Just be seated there and proceed with your presentation. 

Mr. Dixon. Mr. Chairman, I am back again protesting amend- 
ments downward to these two laws. Besides being discriminatory, I 
would like to make the point that these amendments assume that the 
original amounts of money are no longer needed. That is not the 
case in our situation because the need is fully as great as it was in 
1951. 

Under the proposed amendments to Public Law 815, the Davis 
School District would be the district most severely injured in Utah. 
Its estimated loss would be $68,600. This district is bonded to the 
limit. Its assessed valuation per student is among the seven lowest 
districts in the State and the maximum tax effort under the law is 
being made. In other words, they cannot go any further. 

That is typical of most of our districts. 

At the same time, the number of federally impacted students is 
practically the same as in 1950. Davis County’s rate of growth in 
enrollment from 1950-51 to 1951-52 was 8.77 percent. In 1956-57 
to 1957-58 it was 10.91 percent, and in 1958-59 it was 10.99 percent. 

The population of that county has doubled in 10 years. It is the 
fastest growing county in our State, and almost entirely due to these 
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federally connected people. The ratio of federally connected pupils 
to the total enrollment in 1951-52 was 37 percent. In 1956-57 it was 
40 percent, and 1958-59, it was 39.16 percent. 

n other words, the need is 2 percent greater today than it was in 
1951-52, bearing out my point that the need has not lessened and there 
is no justification for a reduction in the funds. 

What I have said above about the impact of federally connected 
pupils being almost the same today as in 1950 is borne out by the 
following table, which includes the four important districts in Utah: 


Ratio of federally connected students to total enrollment 








{In percent] 

School districts 1951-52 1956-57 1958-59 
LE RE aE Nee ee Ne SR! 37 40 39. 16 
EE dp natkntavsbeduddndiibnbcwddues abe aundeuctowans pee a 56 53 55. 37 
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et MNG Se RO alee ia See cmt 40 36 32.6 
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1 Percentages not yet received. 


If the proposed amendments to Public Law 874 had been in effect 
during the 1958-59 school year, an estimated loss of $380,000 to 10 
school districts would have resulted and were it in effect this current 
year, the loss would be $461,249. 

Bear in mind that practically all of these school districts are 
bonded to their limit and taxing to their limit. 

Furthermore, our State makes as great a sacrifice in proportion to 
2 wealth for schools as any State in the union. It is among the top 
three. 

May I also bring to your attention correspondence between Utah’s 
Governor George Dewey Clyde and the Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare to show that the proposed amendments discrimi- 
nate against Utah. 

The Secretary based his proposal for a reduction in the formula 
under these two laws on the theory that industrial and commercial 
real-estate accounts for only 27.7 percent of the local real-estate base. 
He further said, in a Jetter to our Governor: 

For no State does the assessed valuation of all commercial and industrial 
property reach even 40 percent of the total real-estate assessment, the highest 
for any State being 37.1 percent and the lowest 9.3 percent. 

(See also Secretary Flemming’s testimony before the committee on 
May 12, pp. 3 and 4.) 

When this notice was received by the Governor, the Utah State Tax 
Commission addressed a letter to the Governor in which the Utah 
commissioner makes the statement that : 

For 1958 the total local taxes paid by commercial and industrial concerns 
are almost exactly 60 percent of all the taxes collected in the State of Utah. 

The commissioner provides supporting data now available to your 
committee. 

Governor Clyde has now asked me to appear against the amend- 
ments to Public Law 874 and 815 and also to show that they are dis- 
criminatory to the interests of the State of Utah. 
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Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request the committee to continue the 
appropriations for Public Law 874 and 815 in their present form, 
otherwise a severe hardship will be imposed upon some of Utah’s 
school districts which are making possibly as great an effort in propor- 
tion to their income as any areas in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like at this time to turn over the balance 
of my time to Principal Metcalf so you can get firsthand what they 
are up against. 

Mr. Baitey. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF ROY METCALF, PRINCIPAL, WEBER COUNTY HIGH 
SCHOOL, UTAH 


Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate this opportunity to make just a few remarks. I have not 
come here with any prepared statement of any sort. 

You might be interested in merely noting that I happen to be a rep- 
resentative of the NEA to the World Confederation of Organizations 
of the Teachers Profession, which is holding its world conference here 
in Washington, D.C., at the present time. 

You might be interested in something which is quite striking: that 
the aims of educators over the entire world and the results that we 
would like to obtain are not far different from one country to another. 

I believe the primary purpose is to create the dignity for individuals 
no matter where they are, and I would say possibly the second big, 
important thing is for the full development of every child. We hope 
he will be able to at least have the privilege of developing his full 
potentialities. 

I said that as a side remark, but when we think of the importance of 
education in the defense of our country, I think possibly one of the 
most important things will be the development of mutual under- 
standing of the cultures of one country and another. 

We in schools are concerned with the development of science pro- 
grams and all types of programs that will create machines, will create 
the knowledge for defensive purposes, but the ability to live together 
will depend pretty much on knowing and appreciating the cultures of 
other a et no one has a monopoly on them. 

You will pardon me for going into this statement. Some things 
that I might have said have been so well covered by Congressman 
King and Congressman Dixon that I shall off the cuff just make a few 
other remarks. 

The important thing I think is this: that Utah has made an all-out 
effort from the beginning of statehood. From before we became a 
State we have been concerned about the education of our child and 
Utah has ranked high in many respects. Our effort has been high. 
The total amount we spend is not up to the average of the Nation. It 
isn’t because it would almost confiscate property to tax sufficient to 
make it that. We get more possibly out of our tax dollar than most 
States because of the quality of our education, and yet where the aver- 
age in the Nation per the latest figure that I can give would be around 
$320 per child for the cost of education, the cost in Utah is $280. 

The State legislature made quite an effort this last session to provide 
more money and they have helped considerably, but we will still fall 
far short of the national average for the expenditure of money. 
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Then, since we are so concerned with keeping up the quality of our 
schools, what this item of House Resolution 7140 would do to us would 
be quite serious. In other words, 10 of our 40 school districts receive 
aid under Public Law 874 and Public Law 815, and the reductions pro- 
posed would be rather serious. 

We have, in addition to the defense projects, other industries that 
are closely linked: Thiokol in Box Elder County, Marquardt in Og- 
den, and those have brought many people in and are bringing many in. 

The little town of Brigham City in the northern part of the State, 
some 6,000 population, has now a housing project of hundreds of 
homes which will increase the burden on the schools in that area. 

Mr. Drxon. Could I interrupt ? 

Those two great institutions are concerned with our missile pro- 
gram. They are comparatively new. They were not even in exist- 
ence when these laws were first. passed. 

Mr. Mercatr. In other words, then, I merely point out that instead 
of the problem lessening, it is almost increasing, and even with the 
percentage that Representative Dixon spoke about with respect to 
children that we are concerned with in this federally impacted area, 
actually the number has slightly increased in our area, although per- 
centagewise the increase of the population has still made the per- 
centage drop slightly. 

I am going to point out now particularly my own district, since I 
know more about it than other districts. This happens to be the 
Weber district, which is the county area outside of Ogden City. 

I am going to first read a note from the superintendent of the dis- 
trict, who is recommending of course that the funds be not cut as 
— under this House resolution, since it would affect us quite 

rastically. It says: 

Out of approximately 10,000 children who attend the Weber County schools, 
slightly under 4,000 are children who reside in our area by virtue of military, 
post office, Forest Service, and other activities in this area. The greatest num- 
ber of students are here because their parents are employed at either the Air 
Force base or the Utah General Depot. These funds are given to us as a token 
of compensation in lieu of the taxes that we should receive if these installations 
were industries that would add to our assessed valuation in the district. I use 
the word “token” in the previous sentence because the funds that we receive 
are in no way commensurate with the costs involved. If this modest amount 
of assistance were to be withheld from us, we would be forced to shift the 
burden on to our taxpayers. Since our revenues come from residential prop- 
erties, it would result in an almost confiscatory rate. 

We receive slightly over $200,000 per year under Public Law 874. A 1-mill 
tax levy yields $30,000 in our present assessed valuation. Therefore, it would 
take approximately a 7-mill increase in our taxes, which now are already ap- 
proaching unreasonable limits, to bear the burden of educating these children 
from Federal impacted activities. 

At a time when we are urging a redoubled effort in education on the national, 
State, and local levels, it appears to me to be foolish for us to have enacted a 
bill which would decrease the already meager funds that we are receiving. 
The districts that are the most hard pressed are those who have a high per- 
eentage of federally impacted children attending their schools. Therefore, the 
districts that would be penalized would be those who needed it the most if this 
recommendation from the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare were 
enacted. 

I might say this: that up until the year 1941 or just previous to 
that, Weber district itself over a period of years had an annual school 
census of between 3,700 and 3,800 students. This coming year there 
will be in attendance in the schools of the district some 10,000. 
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The local assessed valuation itself has gone up little and the build- 
ing of buildings and the maintenance of the schools for that number 
of students has had to be continued, and it has been a tremendous 
effort. We are at the present time in the district taxing to our com- 
plete limit, both for O. & M. for operation and maintenance, and 
also for building. Weare bonded to the extreme limit. 

Mr. Battery. What is your rate of levy ? 

Mr. Mercaur. On the State level, we get State assistance. 

I might explain first of all that we get from the State for each 
classroom distribution unit $5,150, and that in addition to that, the 
local district may tax—I can’t tell you just exactly what our tax is at 
the present time in our local districts, but somewhere in the neigh- 
borhood of 36 mills. 

Mr. Baier. $36 on the thousand ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Yes; in addition to the State tax, which is not the 
local tax, but is levied by the State and then is redistributed by the 
State government on an equalization basis according to our need. 

Mr. Drxon. The State can’t tax more than 8 mills. I think it is 
taxing about half that amount now. 

Mr. Baier. Therefore, your combined State and local taxes amount 
to almost 1 mill out of 10? 

Mr. Mercatr. It would be pretty close to that, yes. It is a tre- 
mendous effort. 

Like I say, it seems as though locally we have gone about as far as 
we can go. 

Now, this is what it is meaning: We are upping our population. 
School enrollment is going up next year to the point where some 
2,000 of our students will be on half-day sessions. Those half-day 
sessions are not wise and we are doing it on an elementary level and 
on a junior high level. The senior high was faced with such a serious 
problem that we have had to do something. 

Now we couldn’t in light of Dr. Conant’s recommendations that 
we have schools at least on a seven-period day and even in some cases 
on an eigh-period day, hope to have double sessions and cut back to 
a five. We have tried to maintain the quality of our schools. 

Last year at our high school, which now has approximately 2,100 
students in a building which should only contain 1,400, we added 
additional rooms. They are temporary buildings, steel buildings. 
They cost us about $3,000 each, and this coming year our enrollment 
has gone up to the point where we knew we would have to take care 
of the enrollment and couldn’t see fit to put in these temporary build- 
ings which were being assessed by the State against us as a logical 
classroom, and we are now in process of getting some help from the 
State in building, so we investigated the matter of teaching by a 
closed TV circuit. 

Superintendent Bell and myself came east because there is no place 
in the western part of the United States where we could investigate. 
We went to Evanston, Il, and also to Hagerstown, Md., and from our 
investigations at Hagerstown and from the results of the teaching 
through closed TV, we figured that it would be a good vehicle, even 
though we were not pressed for funds to go into closed TV. It isa 
coming method of supplementing teachers. 
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Mr. Battery. The Chair is somewhat informed as to the activities 
of Hagerstown. There is a great possibility I think, but that is 
somewhat aside from the problem we have right here. 

Mr. Mercatr. I say this: Through us now installing a studio and 
so on, we will use our auditorium and other facilities, large facilities, 
in the school and we will be teaching 350 at a time, therefore savin 
10 classrooms, and this coming year we, through the use of closed T 
circuit, will teach some 5,000 students. We are saving it. 

Mr. Barter. I am pleased to see you trying to develop that, which 
is pretty much in the experimental stage right now, but it does seem to 
have a lot of possibility. 

Right now we are interested in deciding whether we are going along 
with the administration’s request to curtail these funds and we ap- 
preciate very much your remarks, Mr. Metcalf. We have a number 
of other Members of Congress here. 

Anything you have to file there will be accepted now for inclusion 
in the printed record. 

Mr. Mercatr. All right. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this possibility. I merely 
wanted to show the reason. 

(Letter from Weber County School District follows :) 


WEBER County Scuoor District, 
Ogden, Utah, June 1, 1959. 
Congressman H. ALpous DIxon, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN Drxon: I wanted to take this opportunity to explain to 
you the serious consequences that would result from enactment of the recom- 
mendation of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare wherein the 
funds provided under Public Law 874 would be drastically reduced. 

Out of approximately 10,000 children who attend the Weber County schools, 
slightly under 4,000 are children who reside in our area by virtue of military, 
post office, forest service, and other activities in this area. The greatest num- 
ber of students are here because their parents are employed at either the Air 
Force base or the Utah General Depot. These funds are given to us as a token 
of compensation in lieu of the taxes that we would receive if these installations 
were industries that would add to our assessed valuation in the district. I use 
the word “token” in the previous sentence because the funds that we receive 
are in no way commensurate with the costs involved. If this modest amount 
of assistance were to be withheld from us we would be forced to shift the burden 
onto our taxpayers. Since our revenues come from residential property, it 
would result in an almost contiscatory tax rate. 

We receive slightly over $200,000 per year under Public Law 874. A 1-mill 
tax levy yields $30,000 on our present assessed valuation. Therefore, it would 
take approximately a 7-mill increase in our taxes, which now are already ap- 
proaching unreasonable limits, to bear the burden of educating these children 
from Federal impacted activities. 

At a time when we are urging a redoubled effort in education on the national, 
State, and local levels, it appears to me to be foolish for use to have enacted a bill © 
which would decrease the already meager funds that we are receiving. The 
districts that are the most hard pressed are those who have a high percentage 
of federally impacted children attending their schools. Therefore, the districts 
that would be penalized would be those that needed it the most if this recom- 
mendation from the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare were enacted. 

We would sincerely urge you to give us all the assistance that you can in this 
matter. Utah is certainly one of the States whose land area is now owned sub- 
stantially by the Federal Government and this proposal would only make a bad 
situation worse. 
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We wish to thank you very much for your interest and support and urge you 
to call on us if we can be of any further assistance. 
Respectfully yours, 


T. H. Bett, Superintendent of Schools. 

Mr. Batter. Mr. Udall, do you have any questions? — ae 

Mr. Una. No, except to thank the witness for illuminating the 
situation in your State. 

Mr. Larorr. No questions. ' 
Mr. Dixon. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we thank you for this 
time. 

Mr. Baitey. Thank you, Congressman Dixon and Mr. Metcalf. 

We will now hear from the Honorable Mendel Rivers of the State 
of South Carolina. 


STATEMENT OF HON. L. MENDEL RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief, and with your 
permission I will extend my remarks in the record and also with your 
permission, I would like to include a letter from the Beaufort School 
area where Parris Island is located. 

I would just like to highlight what I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bawtxy. Will the gentleman be seated ? 

Mr. Rivers. I prefer standing if you do not mind. 

Mr. Batrey. All right. 

Mr. Rivers. Because I do not want to take too much time. I know 
you have another engagement. When I sit down, my mind sits down 
also. 

In my area, with which you are thoroughly familiar, we have in 
the Charleston area a large Army Transportation Depot which has 
all of the stored-in-mothball installation equipment for the entire 
east coast, about $300 million. 

We have the headquarters for the Sixth Naval District, which in- 
cludes all the States from Virginia, including Tennessee, to Louisiana, 
including all of Florida and that area of the gulf. That is the Sixth 
Naval District. 

At Charleston we have the headquarters for the Atlantic Mine Fleet, 
60-odd-ships and vessels. Recently we had home-based at Charleston, 
and they are coming in there today and the rest of the weekend and 
into the next month, three squadrons of destroyers and one of sub- 
marines in the dispersal program. 

In addition to that, we have a large military air transport base on 
which is located 600 Capehart housing units which are right at this 
moment being occupied. That is in addition to our program in.which 
we have had the housing project over the years. tt superimposes a 
very heavy burden on the school districts of that area. 

You are thoroughly familiar with them. You have had hearings 
there. Down at Beaufort we have a $100 million Marine Airbase. We 
have the boot camp at Parris Island, with which the chairman is 
thoroughly familiar, and at this season of the year it is very active. 

We also have a large naval hospital at Beaufort and those areas 
in which are concentrated about all the military in South Carolina. 
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The philosophy of your bills, Mr. Chairman, the maintenance and 
operation, is a great monument to your forward-looking judgment 
and to your industry. It is a great monument to your eabsemanitivee 
and to your full committee. The philosophy — these two 
pieces of legislation, Mr. Chairman, has been thoroughly vindicated. 
The efficiency, the compatibility, and the overall working capacity of 
these pieces of legislation in the communities adapting themselves to 
all conditions is a great monument to your judgment. 

Mr. Battey. I think the gentleman might also state that they have 
been administered without too much, too little if any, question about 
Federal interference. 

Mr. Rivers. That is what I had in mind when I said compatibility. 

The entire philosophy of all areas of the country has been thor- 
oughly the philosophy of these bills which you and your subcommittee 
have worked out over the years. 

If, as I am informed in this letter which I am submitting, the 
philosophy of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare were 
enacted into law, the Beaufort area would lose between $30,000 and 
$50,000, and Beaufort is a small county. The taxing capacity of 
that county is very limited. The population is about 10 colored to 1 
white, and their capacity to pay taxes is very limited. 

In the Charleston area it is about 50-50 in population, and the 
school district in which I live is the highest-taxed district in South 
Carolina, because we have no industry. All the industry is up around 
the Navy Yard. 

We cannot live and give education to the people whom you want 
to give it to unless these bills are carried out under the original intent, 
Mr. Chairman, and that is my reason for coming. I have tried to 
make that plain in the letter, but I mainly have come to thank you 
for letting me come and to thank you for what your committee has 
done. 

I know that you will report it out favorably and I know that you 
will do what is right, because no living American knows more about 
= than does Cleveland Bailey, and we are privileged to have you 
lead us. 

Mr. Battry. Thank you, Mr. Rivers, on behalf of the committee, 
for your excellent presentation and your interest in the situation in 
South Carolina. 

Having held hearings there in the past, the Chair is familiar with 
your rather unique situation and we will as a subcommittee use ex- 
treme care in seeing to it that the several school districts operating 
under this law are permitted to carry on. 

Mr. Rivers. Take the housing project at the airbase. We have 600 
others. Six hundred families will go into those houses. Here comes 
a population of about 7,000 off of these 50 or 45-odd warships coming 
into Charleston Harbor, so when you superimpose that, the commu- 
nity just cannot pay for it. There is where the philosophy of your 
bill gets into operation. 

Mr. Chairman, I know you will do what is right. I hate to take 
any more of your time. 

45135—59——12 
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Mr. Battzxy. Without objection, we will accept the gentleman’s 


formal statement and any additional data he cares to file at this time 
may be submitted for the printed record. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D.C., August 5, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEy, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on General Education, Education and Labor Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Mr. CHAIRMAN: I appreciate very much your kindness in permitting me to 
appear before you today to present to you some reasons, which I consider com- 
pelling, justifying the extension of Public Law 874 and 815. 

To begin with, the proposals made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, if enacted, would make it impossible for my area which, Mr. Chair- 
man, includes a large military air station at Beaufort, 8.C., as well as Parris 
Island Marine Recruit Depot in that area, also the large concentration of mili- 
tary at Charleston, to provide education. For the record I am enclosing a letter 
from the administrator of the school construction program at Beaufort, Mr. O. 
K. McDaniel. You will note in Mr. McDaniel’s letter that for Beaufort alone 
during the next school year our entitlement would be in excess of $30,000. This 
would be eliminated under the Secretary’s recommendation. 

With respect to Charleston, you will recall last year I advised you of the large 
housing project at the military air transport base. Over 600 units are being 
opened at this very moment. This will require additional money for the North 
Charleston area. As you know we have a large navy yard in Charleston at which 
is located the headquarters of the Atlantic Mine Fleet, consisting of over 60 
ships and vessels. At this very instant some four squadrons of destroyers and 
submarines are being home based at Charleston, along with their auxiliary ships 
and craft. 

This will bring a dependent population of some 6,000 or 7,000 to my area. At 
the moment, I can’t estimate what additional load will be superimposed on our 
already heavily burdened school system in the Charleston area. The entire com- 
munity of Charleston is vitally affected by the recent move of the Navy in home 
basing warships at Charleston. 

The adjacent counties to Beaufort and to Charleston are likewise vitally 
affected. This includes Dorchester County in which is located Summerville, 
S.C. Summerville is only 8 miles from the MATS base at Charleston. Like. 
wise is Colleton County midway between Beaufort and Charleston. Many of 
the Colleton schools qualify for Federal impacted aid because of military per- 
sonnel. Mr. Chairman, the philosophies justifying the continuation of 874 and 
815 have been vindicated. No Federal program has worked with more pre- 
cision, efficiency, and compatibility with the receipient communities than have 
these pieces of legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is a monument to you and your distinguished 
committee. Mr. Chairman, you have rendered a great service to your people and 
to your Nation. I come here today to thank you and to urge you to continue 
the great fight which you have waged over the years to give education to the 
dependents of military personnel. I hope that you will report immediately 
your favorable findings to the House of Representatives. 

Sincerely yours, 


L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Member of Congress. 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, BEAUFORT COUNTY, 
Beaufort, 8.C., July 28, 19528. 
Re hearings on proposed changes in Public Laws 874 and 815 before House 
Education Subcommittee 
Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Rivers: It is our understanding that the House Educa- 
tion Subcommittee has planned to resume hearings on the Health, Education, 
and Welfare Secretary’s proposals for changes in Public Law 815 and 874 to 
begin today and probably continue for 2 weeks. 
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We are writing to ask that you do all you can to hold status quo on these 
pieces of legislation, and prevent any crippling amendments such as proposed 


by the Secretary. 
Had his suggested amendments to Public Law 874 been in effect this year 


our entitlements would have been reduced by over $28,000 for this period. This 
would have been very crippling to our school operation for the session 1958-59. 

With the increase in Federal activities at the USMC Recruit Depot at Parris 
Island and the USMC Auxiliary Air Station near Beaufort the reduction in 
our entitlements will be even greater next year. Added to that reduction for 
school construction under Public Law 815 will be curtailed under the proposed 
amendments. In the meantime our enrollments are increasing and we will 
be making application next year for additional classrooms. We are not in a 
position to say at this time how much the amendments proposed to Public Law 
815 will affect us but we do know that those for Public Law 874 will cut our 


entitlement for next year over $30,000. 
Assuring you of our appreciation for the interest you have shown in our 
problems here and trusting that you will contact the subcommittee during its 


present hearings and present our predicament, we are, 
Yours sincerely, 
O. K. McDanrEL, Administrator. 


Mr. Batter. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Upatu. No. 

I would just like to say I am very glad of the statement of the 
unfavorable impact this would have in the gentleman’s area. 

Also, I thought for a moment here the chairman was on the ver 
of persuading our colleague to support his proposals for general aid 
to education. 

Mr. Rivers. If I would have done that, I would have told you. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bamey. Mr. Anderson of Montana. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LeROY H. ANDERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Anverson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege of 
appearing before you on this difficult and important question. 

I am appearing now to — enactment of H.R. 7140 because I 
am acutely aware of the dangerous situations which would be 
created in many federally impacted areas by any real cutback in 
Public Law 815 or in Public Law 874. 

I am particularly concerned in this matter of adequate education 
for our young Americans because my family and I have always been 
closely connected with the school system. My father was for many 
years an educator, being the first superintendent of schools in my 
hometown of Conrad, Mont., back in pioneer days, pioneer days out 
West, that is. 

My wife was a high school instructor before our marriage. 

I have firsthand knowledge, too, of federally impacted areas. Dur- 
ing World War II, I was at a large number of different Army camps 
and our two children then faced the multiple problems of seeking 
education in schools overcrowded and understaffed because of the 
impact of military bases nearby. 

These are a few of the personal reasons that I have for appearing 
before you today and strongly urging you to preserve and protect our 
school systems in areas of Federal impact. 

I have six Indian reservations in my district, and to these already 
underprivileged groups any further cutback would be most injurious. 
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I want to talk more specifically about the situations in the vicinity 
of Malmstrom Air Force Base, which is just outside of Great Falls, 
Mont., and Glasgow Air Base 30 miles outside of Glasgow, Mont., 
who would be major victims under tlre proposals of H.R. 7140. 

I am supported in my request by responsible officials in the school 
systems of Great Falls and Glasgow. The overall effect as far as 
Montana is concerned, if the proposal made by the Secretary of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is allowed to slip 
through, would be severe, but in the cases of Glasgow and of Great 
Falls would be disastrous. 

The reductions in these cases would be an almost intolerable 50 
percent. 

I shall ask that letters from Mr. Barkhurst and Mr. Farnsworth 
of Great Falls, and Mr. Greer of Glasgow, be made a part of the 
record at the appropriate point, and I would like to take time only 
to summarize briefly their situations. 

In the first place, the most glaring and obvious injustice is that 
total entitlement should be limited to 3 percent Federal payment, 
even though in the cases of Great Falls and Glasgow the actual 
Federal enrollment is about 15 percent. If you want to talk about 
inequities in present law, here is a 500 percent inequity being proposed 
in the law that is before this committee today. 

I cannot see the slightest justification for this arbitrary cut. The 
operation and maintenance Federal payment is approximately $100 
under the costs. School districts for elementary schools in both of 
these communities are approximately $170 under the cost of operating 
the high schools. 

I would like at this point to read a very brief part of Mr. Greer’s 
statement. Hesays: 

If any national assistance under Public Laws 874 and 815 are reduced as 
proposed * * * it can only result in a vastly inferior educational program for 
the children of the man in the U.S. Air Force and will in addition cripple the 
educational program in our town school system. 

I ask that this letter be made a part of the record at this point. 

Mr. Battery. Without objection, it will be accepted and made a 
part of the printed record. 

(Letter referred to follows :) 

GLASGow PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Glasgow, Mont., June 3, 1959. 
Representative LERoy ANDERSON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. ANDERSON: We are writing the following letter in order that you 
may use the material in committee meetings to oppose the proposed reduction 
of Federal assistance under Public Laws 815 and 874 as set forth in a bill or bills 
introduced by Representative Kearns and Senator Goldwater. We realize and 
appreciate your interest and assistance in these matters, past, present, and 
future. 

The following statistics apply to our elementary and high school districts for 
the fiscal year of 1958-59. 

1. Federal payments under Public Law 874: 


NY CO iia ce cette icwaeniocncnenenise $27, 033. 17 
NE EE EE Caner ae + ee aN 16, 683. 75 


43, 716. 92 
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2. Operation and maintenance budgets 1958-59: 


IRIN era ee wresernmentna nine: $335, 725. 30 
ae ee Se a Se ee eee ne 211, 494. 40 
ok i ee es 567, 219. 70 


3. Increase in enrollment for 1958-59: 21 percent. Normal rate of increase 
had been less than 5 percent. 

4. Federal aid under Public Law 874 made up 7.7 percent of operation and 
maintenance budgets. 

5. In addition to and not included in the operation and maintenance budgets, 
we found it necessary to purchase and operate an additional bus to the airbase at 
a cost of $12,195 

6. Our cost per child in the elementary system and strictly confined to the 
operation and maintenance budget was $292.78. The rate of compensation 
presently established under Public Law 874 is $190.36 for the part A or 100 per- 
cent federally connected student. This is more than $100 less than our cost. 

7. Our cost per student in the high school system and strictly confined to the 
operation and maintenance budget was $457.78. The rate of compensation 
presently established under Public Law 874 is $276.40 which is $181.38 less than 
our cost. 

8. At the present moment there is some doubt that we will even receive the 
amounts specified in items 6 and 7. 

9. Our operation and maintenance budgets increased $82,000 from the fiscal 
year of 1957-58 to the fiscal year of 1958-59. This is almost double the amount 
of help received under Public Law 874. 

10. We are operating on a school tax levy in excess of 100 mills this year and 
this will continue next year unchanged or higher as the same special levies 
have been voted again. 

11. In regard to Public Law 815, our bonding capacity is very limited in the 
face of the future building needed because of the rapid expansion brought on 
by the construction of the airbase. We estimate that our elementary building 
requirements in town and on base will run into approximately $1,500,000 to $2 
million in the next 2 to 3 years. This is against our present bonding capacity 
of $270,000. Our high school needs will be approximately $1,500,000 in the next 
2 or 3 years against a bonding capacity of $700,000. 

If financial assistance under Public Laws 874 and 815 are reduced as pro- 
posed by the bill or bills introduced by Representative Kearns and Senator 
Goldwater, it can only result in a vastly inferior educational program for the 
children of the man in the U.S. Air Force and will in addition cripple the educa- 
tional program in our town school system. The Glasgow Air Force Base is 20 
miles from Glasgow and we must educate their elementary children in schools 
constructed on the base. These schools will be serving the part A or 100 per- 
cent connected children. Our feeling is that these schools must be paid for 100 
percent by Federal funds. In town we will use our limited bonding and taxing 
capacity to help meet the requirements of the part B students, high school 
students and the many others, attracted by the activity at the base. It is easy 
to see that reduced Federal funds will result in a reduced educational program 
both on the base and in the town of Glasgow. 

We trust that the information contained in this letter will be useful to you 
and wish to thank you for your efforts in our behalf. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wo. C. Greer, Superintendent. 


Mr. Anperson. With respect to proposed reductions in Public Law 
474 funds, may I read a sentence from Mr. Barkhurst’s letter ? 

The reductions suggested under 815, which will mean a cutback of approxi- 
mately 50 percent in funds, would mean in very simple terms that we could not 
build the needed school facilities for the airbase students. 

He goes on to document the reasons and the explanation. 

He also explains in detail the tremendous complications that will be 
involved in trying to keep the schools open if the proposed reductions 
are made, and I ask that Mr. Barkhurt’s letter be made a part of the 
record at this point. 
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Mr. Battery. Without objection, it will be accepted for submission in 
the record. 


(Letter referred to follows :) 


GREAT FaLits Pusiic SCHOOLS, 


Great Falls, Mont., June 5, 1959. 
Hon. LERoy ANDERSON, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear LERoy: I am enclosing some material that I think will be usable by 
you in the hearing on Public Laws 874 and 815. We trust the following statis- 
tics will be of help to you: 

PUBLIC LAW 874 


1. Besides the other cutbacks in the proposed amendment to 874 the 3-percent 
clause in reference to the total school operating budget would limit our eligibili- 
ty to no more than $120,000, thus, like Glasgow we would be limited to 3 percent 
Federal while our total enrollment would be some place in the neighborhood of 
15 percent. 

2. Last year we received under 874 about 3 percent of our total operating 
budget. Our per capita cost last year was $274 for elementary and $353 for high 
school. We were allowed for the A students $175.95 under 874, thus, a difference 
of about $100 on elementary and $178 on high school students. Of course, this 
difference is partially taken up by State reimbursement but even with the State 
reimbursement there still is a difference of some $60 on the elementary and 
about $100 on the high school per capita cost that must be borne by the local 
taxpayer. Any further reduction in 874 will have to be offset by an equal reduc- 
tion in the education of the children in this district. Also, with the additional 
560 units that somewhere in the neighborhood of 600 additional students will be 
enrolled from, but the proposed bill would hold us to about the same entitlement 
as we had last year under 874. 

PUBLIC LAW 815 


1. The reductions suggested under 815, which will mean a cutback of approxi- 
mately 50 percent in funds would mean in very simple terms that we could not 
build the needed school facilities for the airbase students. If we use all of our 
bonding capacity which we plan doing, we can only build five elementary schools. 
This is based on the assumption that the Federal Government under 815 will 
finance the construction of at least one and part of another school to care for 
the increase expected from Malmstrom Air Force Base. 

2. Under the proposed amendments to 815 this would be cut just about 50 
percent. This could only mean one thing and that is that one school would be 
built and we would be forced to double shift the students from the airbase along 
with the civilians in that area. 

We hope that the above will give you an idea as to the effect of any reduction, 
either on Public Law 874 or Public Law 815 will have on the Great Falls 
Public Schools. 

If there is any further information that you may need please write us. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. Tep BARKHURST, 
Administrative Assistant. 


Mr. Anperson. And a brief summary letter by the superintendent 
of publication in Great Falls, Mont., Mr. Robert B. Farnsworth, I ask 
also be made a part of the record. _ 

Mr. Batter. That, too, will be accepted. 

(Letter referred to follows :) 


GREAT FALLS Puslic SCHOOLS, 
Great Falls, Mont., July 29, 1959. 


Hon. Leroy ANDERSON, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. ANDERSON: Mr. W. Ted Barkhurst, administrative assistant, who is 
in charge of the federally connected program for Great Falls Public Schools, is 
out of town for a few days. 

At this time, we would like to reemphasize our particular problem. Please 
refer to our letter dated June 5, 1959, from Mr. Barkhurst. In regard to pay- 
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ment of Public Law 874, we would like to point out that as of this date we have 
received a partial payment of $126,204 on the elementary district with an 
entitlement of $168,272.06; and a partial payment of $17,058 on the high-school 
district with an entitlement of $22,744.37. This gives us a total entitlement of 
$191,016.43. As was stated in our previous letter, besides the other cutbacks 
in the proposed amendment to Public Law 874 the 3 percent clause in reference 
to the total school operating budget would limit our eligibility to no more than 
$120,000, thus, we would be limited to 3 percent Federal, while our total enroll- 
ment would be someplace in the neighborhood of 15 percent Federal. 

We would appreciate any assistance you might be able to give us in present- 
ing our problem to the subcommittee. If there is any further information that 
you might need, please contact us immediately. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert B. FARNSWORTH, Superintendent. 

Mr. Anperson. I thank the committee for their attention and would 
be pleased to answer any questions. 

fr. Bartey. Mr. Udall ? 

Mr. Upatv. I just want to thank our colleague for a very effective 
presentation this morning. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you, Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Bailey. 

Mr. Bartey. We will next hear from our colleague, Mr. Thomas 
F. Johnson, of Maryland. 

Mr. Johnson, we are glad to have you and you may proceed. 


STATEMENT ON H.R. 7140 BY HON. THOMAS F. JOHNSON, MEMBER 
OF CONGRESS 


Mr. Jounson. H.R. 7140, now before your committee, was designed 
to carry out the proposals advocated by Secretary Flemming, Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare to change Public Law 874 
and Public Law 815. 

Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 were designed to reimburse the 
local school districts where governmental installations cause an impact 
which is felt to be creating a financial hardship for maintenance and 
operation as well as construction of schools. The amount of mone 
is dependent on the number of children attending the public schools 
in the district whose parents work on and/or live on Government 
establishments. 

In registering my opposition to H.R. 7140, I wish to point out the 
effects of this proposed legislation on Public Law 874 in just one of 
the counties in my district—Cecil County. Cecil County is only 
eligible for reimbursement through this proposed bill which makes 
money available for current maintenance and operation of public 
schools. Under Public Law 815, Cecil County has been eligible for 
approximately $3 million in school construction. Under Public Law 
ard, Cecil County has been eligible on an annual basis during the last 
several years from $70,000 to $200,000. The current school year Cecil 
County is eligible for approximately $165,000. If the stipulations of 
H.R. 7140 were applied to Cecil County’s present entitlement, it would 
be reduced by approximately $33,000. 

The sum of $33,000 may be insignificant to some noo but to Cecil 
County school authorities the loss of this amount would be disastrous 
to their precariously balanced budget. 
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Mr. Chairman, the passage of H.R. 7140 would not only effect my 
district, but would create serious difficulties in all Federal impacted 
areas. I urge your committee to reject this proposed bill. 

_ Mr. Bamey. Thank you very much, Mr. Johnson, for your very 
interesting statement. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barry. The next witness on our list is our colleague from 
Massachusetts, Mr. Boland. 

Mr. Boland, if you will come forward we will be delighted to hear 
your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND, SECOND DISTRICT, 
MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Botanp. Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate this opportunity 
to express my views on the bill under consideration by your subcom- 
mittee, namely, H.R. 7140, which would amend Public Laws 874 and 
815 of the 81st Congress. 

I am opposed to the previsions of H.R. 7140, and I strongly urge 
that your subcommittee reject this legislation. I recommend that your 
subcommittee extend Public Laws 874 and 815. 

Several communities in my congressional district now receive as- 
sistance under these laws because they are federally impacted school 
areas. 

The large Strategic Air Command’s 8th Air Force Headquarters 
and Base at Westover Field in Chicopee, Mass., and the Springfield 
Armory at Springfield have substantially affected school budgets in 
these cities and in nearby suburban towns. Public Law 874 materially 
assisted these communities to meet their burgeoning school budgets. 
Under Public Law 815, these cities and towns have received financial 
assistance for school construction. 

If these laws are not extended, or if the assistance formula is sub- 
stantially reduced, the full impact of education costs in my district 
will have to be met by the taxpayers of Springfield, Chicopee, South 
Hadley, West Springfield, Granby, Ludlow, Northampton, Amherst, 
East Longmeadow, and Hatfield. 

I will cite Springfield’s case in point. Assistant Superintendent of 
Schools Joseph E. Buckley today informed me that the Springfield 
School Department would lose approximately $83,000 if H.R. 7140 
is enacted. My good friend, Superintendent John L. Fitzpatrick, of 
the Chicopee School Department, who testified before the subcommit- 
tee today, representing the Massachusetts School Superintendents As- 
sociation, has stated the city of Chicopee, on which Westover Air 
Force Base is located, could lose more than $70,000 under the provi- 
sions proposed in H.R. 7140, and that the remaining suburban commu- 
nities stand to lose half of their present entitlements. 

It is interesting to note, as Superintendent Fitzpatrick has testified, 
that 135 school districts in the hamenearoeuith of Massachusetts now 
benefit under Public Laws 874 and 815. In fiscal year 1958, payments 
to these school districts totaled nearly $3 million. It is estimated pay- 
ments will go over $3 million in fiscal year 1959. The Massachusetts 
School Superintendents Association estimates that these school dis- 
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tricts would lose about one-half of the benefit payments or $1,500,000. 
Under the amendments proposed in H.R. 7140, this loss would have to 
be borne by the taxpayers in the school districts. 

May I again urge that you give serious consideration to these facts 
and the testimony presented by Superintendent Fitzpatrick and report 
favorable on the extension of these two public laws. 

Mr. Batrtxy. Thank you, Mr. Batenk, for a very informative state- 
ment. 

Mr. Boranp. Thank you. 

Mr. Battey. We will now hear from another colleague from Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. Conte. 

Mr. Conte, it is nice to have you here and you may proceed with your 
statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE, FIRST DISTRICT, 
MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Contes. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate being given this oppor- 
tunity to express myself on H.R. 7140, presently under consideration 
by your subcommittee. 

f this bill would amend Public Laws 874 and 815, it is of con- 
siderable interets to me and to many communities in my district which 
benefit from the present provisions by reason of their being federally 
affected areas. 

The provisions of H.R. 7140, reducing the amount of assistance, 
would seriously influence these communities’ total financial situation 
and create a heavier burden on the local taxpayers. 

Therefore, I am opposed to H.R. 7140 and strongly urge that your 
subcommittee reject this legislation and instead extend Public Laws 
874 and 815. 

I wish to cite the fact that in fiscal year 1958 the eight communities 
of Pittsfield, Holyoke, Hinsdale, Lenox, Cheshire, Lanesborough, Dal- 
ton, and Williamsburg had a net total entitlement of $167,829, and in 
fiscal year 1959 the total received was approximately $219,918. 

It is obvious that legislation reducing such assistance would cause 
considerable hardship to these cities and towns in western Massachu- 
setts, and make it difficult for them to provide the adequate school 
program necessary for federally affected areas. 

As long as the Federal Government and its activities continue to 
create the need for this assistance to school committees and districts, I 
feel that the present Public Laws 874 and 815 should be extended 
unchanged. 

May I again thank you for giving me this opportunity to express 
my views on this matter. 

Mr. Barry. Thank you, Mr. Conte, for your very excellent state- 
ment. 

Mr. Conte. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bartey. Next is another colleague of ours, Mr. McIntire, of 
Maine. 

Mr. McIntire, we are very pleased to have you here today and you 
may proceed with your statement. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFFORD G. McINTIRE, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS, THIRD DISTRICT, MAINE 


Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 7140 is expressly designed to 
effect a reduction in Federal payments under both Public Law 815 
and Public Law 874. 

I am particularly concerned about this legislation because there 
are several major military installations in my congressional district, 
and a considerable number of schools would be adversely affected by 
this legislation. In fact, affected by this bill would be 24 schools in 
Maine’s Third Congressional District which during fiscal 1958, for 
Public Law 874 alone, received a total of $531,109. I would like at 
this point to insert into the record a letter that depicts very vividly 
the negative effects that would be prompted by this legislation. This 
letter comes from Earl C. McGraw, superintendent of schools, 
Hampden, Maine. 

Mr. Chairman, the simple truth of the matter is that these Maine 
schools in federally impacted areas cannot afford the cuts recom- 
mended in the legislation before this committee. These schools are 
already operating with rather tight budgets, and legislation of this 
nature would only act to put unother element of stress in a place 
where there is already heavy strain. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare attempts to 
justify this legislation on the grounds that, according to Bureau of 
Census reports, 54.1 percent of the value of locally assessed taxable 
real property is residential property, with the balance of 18.2 percent 
being acreage and farm property, vacant lots, and other types of real 
property. 

The Department proceeds to state that in the light of these sta- 
tistics, the Federal Government’s payment should more accurately 
be 30 percent, rather than the 40 percent recommended in the bill. 

The Federal payment of 50 percent is presently extended for 
children whose parents are employed on Federal property but who 
live on taxable property, and the argument advanced by the Depart- 
ment would have some degree of validity were it to * established 
beyond a reasonable doubt that the 50-percent payment concerned is 
adequate for defraying costs associated with educating a federally 
impacted child. 

owever, numerous schools in my congressional district contend to 
the contrary, submitting that, as in the case of Public Law 874, pay- 
ments are only a fraction of the real cost of educating our federally 
connected children. 

If the presently established rate of 50 percent is not sufficient to 
accommodate a school’s costs in educating federally impacted chil- 
dren—and there is no evidence to suggest that it is—then H.R. 7140 
would serve only to make a bad situation worse by breaking faith with 
local units in a bona fide Federal responsibility. In effect, it would 
serve to shift a cost burden from the Federal Government to one of 
its political subdivisions. 

Mr. Chairman, the present legislation, as relating to Public Law 
874 and Public Law 815, comes close to being an equitable arrange- 
ment as between the Federal Government and school districts within 
the States; furthermore, the current program is being administered 
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in an extremely efficient manner. In the light of this, I respectfully 
recommend that we leave well enough alone and maintain the status 
quo as pertaining to legislation concerned with federally impacted 
areas. 

Mr. Chairman, I am aware that section 2(a) of Public Law 874 
provides relief for those school districts having budgetary difficulties 
as a consequence of federally held real estate. In effect, this section 
extends aid to school districts where the Federal holdings have 
arrived at a figure of 10 percent. 

Although this section must be recognized as an attempt at fairness 
on the part of our Federal Government, nonetheless, it must also be 
realized that the effort does not wholly compensate school districts in 
accord with the reduced tax base resulting from Federal holdings. 

In association with this comment, I submit to the record an item 
entitled “A Report on the Impact of Tax Exempt Property in the 
City of Bangor.” 

Mr. Chairman, and members of this committee, I deeply appreciate 
having this opportunity to present my views for your consideration. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


A REpPoRT ON THE IMPACT OF TAX EXEMPT PROPERTY IN THE CITY OF BANGOR, MARCH 
12, 1959 


It has become increasingly obvious to the administration during the past 5 years 
that the impact of tax-exempt property on municipal financial operations is one 
of the most important problems facing the city. 

It is the purpose of this report to define the problem as precisely as possible 
so that future decisions that may be influenced by this situation may be made 


more intelligently. 
SECTION I. SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM 


In 1958, the total tax value of real estate in the city of Bangor at approximately 
85 percent of real value was $188,347,200. Of this amount, $89,909,000 was 
tax exempt and $98,438,000 was taxable. 

Of this tax exempt property, $67,909,900 was Federal and $22 million was city, 
State, county, and other tax-exempt property. The approximate breakdown is as 
follows: 


1. Federal property: 





























Dow Air Force Base_----------------- a oedamad $50, 000, 000 
CS IE cipecnretesertssnc-combupeninnsrqnnannannaniinamans _-. 9, 209, 800 
Bomarce missile site__ ad 6, 300, 000 
dB a oiescsien cs sisigiah eenapcins aaanuegiien ieee sen oa napa weet pian 906, 200 
ASIII I ak acres eseprensc cles en tices tsa eceeoa tn ceper onscreen whose esiolapieemnectae den oe 153, 800 
EL a ETRE ee I Sa 59, 900 
Fairmont Terrace _- a 1, 280, 200 
Total, Federal property sie . 67,909, 900 

2. City property__-----~- . 8,300,000 
8. Religious property_--_- Me pee B= ABLE -- 5,500,000 
4. State property Epo c ba, 1, 650, 000 
©, COURTS Dn ca weneetenennodaime a 750, 000 
6. All other (fraternal, veterans, etc.) _--_-----. ------------------ 5, 800, 000 
TRI snscincceteichcieniinctebtirbttetiaronciess ‘i 89, 909, 900 





From the point of view of land area, there are 19,380 acres within the incor- 
porated limits of the city of Bangor excluding streets and highways. Of this 
amount, a total of 3,767 is tax exempt and of the total of tax-exempt acres, 2,284 
are federally owned. 

In terms of dwelling units, the city has, at the present time, approximately 9,000 
dwelling units within its incorporated limits. Of this number, 799 are federally 
owned, tax exempt (including 530 Capehart units nearly completed), 150 in the 











178 ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


Fairmont Terrace section, and 119 on Dow Air Force Base itself. In addition 
to these, it is understood that 480 additional Capehart units are now being 
designed. 

In summary then, approximately 47.7 percent of the value of real property in 
the city is tax exempt, 19.4 percent of the total acreage in the city is tax exempt, 
and 8.9 percent of the total number of dwelling units in the city are federally 
owned tax exempt. 


SECTION II. DEMANDS BY TAX EXEMPT PROPERTY FOR MUNICIPAL SERVICES 


It should be understood that it is not the thesis of this report that tax-exempt 
property is of and by itself necessarily bad from a community standpoint. Indeed, 
the economic stimulus of Dow Air Force Base is probably the single most impor- 
tant economic factor in the city of Bangor today. The construction and operat- 
ing payrolls and the local purchasers of supplies and material are extremely 
important to Bangor’s commercial life. 7 

However, from a municipal operating viewpoint, the costs of servicing this 
tax-exempt property are substantial. 

A. Schools.—It is in the area of schools that the city of Bangor recovers the 
largest percentage of costs for municipal services to tax-exempt property but even 
here the city does not recover full costs. 

There are approximately 800 federally connected youngsters in the Bangor 
school system and the city of Bangor recovers approximately $100,000 in Federal 
aid per year. It is estimated that the cost of educating these 800 youngsters at 
$240 per youngster is $192,000. 

As to school construction, the city of Bangor has been assured of $50,000 in 
direct aid toward the construction of additional municipal school facilities 
and, of course, a 17-room elementary school has been approved for construction 
completely by Federal funds on the Capehart development site. 

B. Streets.—It is in the area of street requirements that the city of Bangor 
is perhaps hurt the most. It is estimated that reconstruction of base access roads 
will cost approximately $500,000 to put them in satisfactory condition to handle 
present and future traffic demands. A request for Federal funds to finance these 
projects has already been forwarded to higher headquarters by the Dow Air 
Force Base commander and a request has been forwarded to Senator Margaret 
Chase Smith and to Representative Clifford McIntire to expedite the allocation 
of this money in every way possible. Part of these funds will be expended 
on State aid highways and therefore would probably be funneled through the 
State highway commission. Part of the funds, however, would be expended 
strictly on city streets and would probably be a direct allocation to the city of 
Bangor. 

At the present time, the city has a contract with Dow Air Force Base for the 
maintenance of streets within the Fairmount Terrace housing development for 
approximately $1,800 a year. The city of Bangor plows these streets and sur- 
face-treats them as required. 

It is anticipated that a similar request for services will be made with refer- 
ence to the Capehart housing development streets but no contract has been 
signed for this project. 

C. Police and fire protection.—All tax-exempt property except Dow is, of course, 
the responsibility of the city, so far as fire and police protection are concerned, 
and substantial increases in requirements for police and fire service have resulted 
from the increased population due to the airbase. A new traffic unit was 
added to the police department in the 1959 budget, due in part to increased traffic 
caused by airbase personnel. 

The Bangor Fire Department has already responded twice to the new Cape- 
hart housing development and once to the Bomarc missile site and it is antic- 
ipated that once these areas are occupied, calls to the areas will be more fre- 
quent. It should be understood that we have a mutual aid agreement with Dow 
Air Force Base and that the Dow Fire Department has rendered us material 
assistance in several fires off base in the recent past. While it is understood 
that fire alarm boxes on the Capehart housing development will be hooked into 
the Dow Air Force Base fire station, it is nevertheless anticipated that many 
people will use their telephones to call the civilian fire department in case of fire. 

D. Recreation.—It has already been arranged for the city recreation depart- 
ment to operate a playground program on Dow Air Force Base in 1959. The 
costs of operating this playground will be borne by the base, although free swim- 
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ming lessons will be provided for children from that playground along with 
those participating from all other playground areas. 

E. Garbage and rubbish removal.—Airbase personnel handle their own garbage 
and rubbish pickup and disposal but airbase rubbish trucks haul to the municipal 
dump which is maintained by municipal forces. 

F. Sewerage.—Almost all tax-exempt property in the city, other than Dow in- 
stallations, get free municipal sewerage service. It may well be that for this 
reason serious consideration should be given to financing this service on a 
special assessment basis rather than from general tax revenues. 

Dow Air Force Base has recently completed a sewage treatment plant to take 
care of sewage emanating from the new Capehart housing development and to 
give complete treatment to that sewage before it is dumped into the Kenduskeag 
Stream. However, all sewage from the airbase proper is dumped into the 
Penobscot River untreated and it is anticipated that sewage from the proposed 
480 unit housing development on the Griffin Road will be tied into this same 
trunk sewer. It is in this area where the greatest gain might be realized by the 
city of Bangor in cooperating with the Air Force in a sewage treatment plant. 
A study made 2 years ago showed that if the city availed itself of approximately 
$400,000 from State and Federal funds under the antipollution laws and $300,000 
allocated by the Air Force for a treatment plant for its own sewage from Dow 
Air Force Base, for an expenditure of approximately $100,000 in city funds, 
an $800,000 sewage treatment plant capable of taking care of all of the sewage 
now emanating from the areas within the city presently served by sewers could 
be constructed. The primary objection to this was that there would also be 
required an expenditure of approximately $2 million to construct interceptor 
sewers to get municipal sewage to this new treatment plant. However, inasmuch 
as it is inevitable that municipal sewage will sooner or later have to be treated 
before it is emptied into the river, it seems only good planning to take advantage 
of these State and Federal funds at the present time even though very little 
municipal sewage is treated during the next few years. Each year it might be 
possible to extend the interceptor sewer a short distance to pick up more and 
more of the outfalls and thus treat more and more sewage. It is strongly recom- 
mended that if the State and Federal funds are still available for this purpose, 
the city of Bangor take immediate steps to construct this sewage treatment plant. 

G. Electric department—Requests have been made by the Dow Air Force 

Base for the installation of signals at the intersections of Westland Avenue and 
Union Street and Griffin Road and Union Street for the control of traffic emanat- 
ing from the base. This matter is now under study but it would appear that 
the traffic loads that these intersections will carry once the Capehart housing 
and the Bomare Missile Base have been completed will justify such installations. 
Since this is for traffic control on city streets, it is probable that the cost of these 
installations must be borne completely by the municipality. 


Iv. SUMMARY 


It is obvious from the foregoing that tax-exempt property in Bangor is re- 
quiring a substantial amount of tax-supported services. It is also obvious that 
Federal installations constitute by far the largest segment of this tax-exempt 
property. It seems evident that every possible effort should be made to shift 
some of the costs of municipal services to this property. Some of the alternatives 
are— 

(1) Special Federal aid for such things as highway and sewer construction. 

(2) Use of special assessment financing instead of general tax revenues. 

(3) Attempts to get legislation to provide for Federal payments in lieu of 
taxes. 

At the same time these efforts are being made, it is extremely important that 
base-community relations continue at the same excellent level that they have in 
the past. There now exists and will continue to exist, serious mutual base- 
community problems that must be approached in an atmosphere of cooperation 
and understanding. Dow Air Force Base should not be considered an isolated 
segment of the city but an integral part of our community, and to continue this 
successful integration will require a great deal of effort on the part of both base 
officials and municipal officials. It is hoped that this brief report will serve to 
assist all concerned in analyzing and solving these mutual problems as they may 
appear from time to time. 
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ScHooL. Union No. 131, 


Hampden, Maine, July 27, 1959. 
Hon CLiFForp G. McINTIRE, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MCINTIRE: We are very much disturbed by the proposed 
changes in Public Law 874 which would decrease aid to the three towns in my 
union by one-half. 

According to the present law our entitlement for this year is as follows: 








ER ETS Eee ASPET ET) Bee 2 wy See we Ce eae Cee ee ee $7, 572. 50 
Lass Se EP Oe Ch ee ee SE ero ae oe paial 3, 483. 35 
hs sshd aaeiaiteghinuebbokbivernciceeesaad 1, 211. 60 

Rak a8 OE ee Sap) Ps i) ee a 12, 267. 45 





With the proposed changes in effect our entitlement would be: 
Hampden 











abies eee a i ake $3, 786. 25 
Hermon_-_-_ ie 1, 741. 67 
Levant 605. 80 

Total - 6,133.72 





In short this means a loss of approximately $6,000 to my three towns. The 
amount we are presently receiving is a very small share of the extra cost of 
schools due to the proximity of Dow Air Force Base. It would seem very un- 
fair for the small assistance we now receive to be cut in half, 

We hope that you will use your influence with the House Education Sub- 
committee to see that the proposed changes are eliminated. 


We appreciate very much your continual efforts in behalf of the citizens of 
Maine. 


Respectfully yours, 
Ear.t ©. McGraw, 
Superintendent of Schools. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you, Mr. McIntire, for a very fine statement 
of your position. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Batter. Congressman Lesinski had asked for the privilege of 
appearing at this time, but I see he is not in the room. 

I understand one of his constituents from Michigan is here, but we 
will proceed with another witness in the hope that Congressman 
Lesinski might show up in the matter of a few minutes. 

Mr. James K. Helms, School District of Philadelphia. 

Mr. Helms, will you further identify yourself and give us your 
reaction to this proposal ? 


STATEMENT OF JAMES K. HELMS III, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE 
SECRETARY AND BUSINESS MANAGER OF THE PHILADELPHIA 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 


Mr. Hextms. Yes, sir; Mr. Chairman. 

My name is James K. Helms III. My position is special assistant 
to the secretary and business manager of the Philadelphia School 
District. I am responsible for the development of accounting and re- 

orting procedures in regard to school subsidies to which the School 
District of Philadelphia may be entitled. 

Our district has during 1959 completed a successful effort to qualify 
for aid from the Federal Government under Public Law 874. This 
was our second attempt to pamay’ f the first attempt failing in 1957 
when it appeared that to pursue the effort would be very costly, with 
ultimate success in grave doubt. 
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Our project this year, which has obtained 6 percent attendance 
ies of has indeed been costly. It is estimated that the 1959 effort 
has cost $250,000 to validate our claim for $900,000 in aid for the 
school year 1958-59. While this is extremely expensive, there would 
be little cause for concern if aid could be expected on a continuing 
basis, but Secretary of Education Arthur S. Flemming’s amendments 
in regard to outleased property can remove the School District of 
Philadelphia qualification after only 1 year of eligibility. 

It is estimated, based upon reliable employment statistics, that there 
are within Philadelphia and its environs some 80,000 Federal em- 
ployees who are working on Government-owned property. Based on 
these same employment statistics and on statistics compiled as a result 
of our Federal aid project this year, these 80,000 employees would in- 
dicate a potential enrollment of federally connected pupils in the Phil- 
adelphia public schools of 22,000 children. 

e have been able to obtain, however, only 15,000 children for 
whom certification of Federal employment of parents has been given. 
These 15,000 children, reduced to terms of average daily attendance 
gives the district 13,100 qualified pupils in average daily attendance 
under Public Law 874, to meet the required 12,700 pupils which repre- 
sents 6 percent of our average daily attendance for the entire city of 
211,500 pupils. 

As these figures show, our qualification at the present is barely mar- 
ginal. We estimate that 500 of our —_— 13,100 pupils are attribu- 
table to outleased property within Philadelphia, so that if these 500 

upils were removed from our present federally connected attendance. 
it would be reduced to less than the qualifying 6 percent. 

In view of the unusual circumstances which are involved in the 
Philadelphia picture, it would seem that this disqualification would 
work a severe inequity. The circumstances are briefly these: 

The school district of Philadelphia cannot tax the lessee of federally 
owned property since there is no power to do so delegated to it by the 
Feasap toate State Legislature. It is true that the city of Phila- 
delphia can tax these lessees. The school district and the city, how- 
ever, are separate entities in Pennsylvania and the net effect of Secre- 
tary Flemming’s amendment would be to eliminate property from 
consideration by the school district under Public Law 874, even though 
the district could not impose taxes on the lessee of that property. 

A second very important situation, which is in all probability not 

eculiar to Philadelphia, is the extreme difficulty in obtaining from 
Federal employees certification of the fact that they are employed on 
federally owned property. 

One reason for the reluctance to certify has been traced to the wage 
tax which is imposed by the city of Philadelphia. This wage tax is 
withheld at source by all employers except the Government. 

Mr. Batrey. Is that wage tax a payroll tax of some kind ? 

Mr. Hetmes. That is right, that is a withheld wage tax by all 
employers within Philadelphia. As to Government employees, the 
onus for collection from individuals employed by the Government 
falls upon the city. Since many Federal employees do not pay this 
wage tax, they are reluctant to give information to what they incor- 
rectly consider to be a branch of city government; namely, the School 
District of Philadelphia. 
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It has been intimated that another factor for reluctance involves 
public assistance which is improperly being received. There is, also, 
a trend among large segments of Philadelphia population to withhold 
what they consider to be personal information concerning their em- 
ployment. This has been evidenced in the past in attempts by the 
250 schools in Philadelphia to obtain vital information on how to 
locate a parent in the case of extreme emergency concerning their 
public school child. Parents have simply not cooperated by furnish- 
ing employment information. These are Philadelphia factors relat- 
ing to the 6-percent attendance requirement of the present act. 

n regard to the suggested decreases in percentage of aid, we present 
this situation for your consideration : 

Philadelphia real estate is assessed at a total $3,800 million. This 
assessment represents 67.7 percent of market value of taxable property 
only. The Federal Government holds title to real property within 
Philadelphia currently assessed at $300 million. 

As an example of the type property included in this $300 million 
assessment the Navy Yard, in all probability, presents the most out- 
standing discrepancy in ratio of market valuation to present assess- 
ments of exempt property. The assessment of $35 million, which has 
not been changed in many years, is estimated to be $115 million short 
of its true assessed value at the rate of 67.7 percent of market value. 

The total assessment of $300 million for federally exempt property 
is not a realistic one since there has been no effort over a period of re- 
cent years to assess exempt property on a more realistic relation to 
market evaluation. During this same period the assessed value of 
taxable property has been raised to its present level. 

In other words, the exempt property value of the Federal Govern- 
ment within Philadelphia, if assessed at 67.7 percent of market value, 
would approach a figure of $700 million to $800 million. Since all of 
this property is of the industrial and commercial class, and since prac- 
tically all exempt property is of the same class, covered by the same 
assessment practices mentioned above, it would seem that the figures 
arrived at by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare con- 
cerning the relation of commercial property to residential property 
contained a tremendous error factor. 

I have stated only the assessment procedures of Philadelphia, but 
feel reasonably sure that these same practices are followed in all mu- 
nicipalities. This relation of commercial and industrial property to 
residential property is the basis of the Secretary’s proposal to lower 
the 50-percent rate of assistance to 40 percent. 

The recommendation to lower assistance in connection with prop- 
erty located outside the district completely disregards the overall 
theory of aid for impaction as a result of Federal activity. Urban 
communities, where low-cost housing is more abundantly available, 
will always become the focal residence for persons employed by Fed- 
eral installations located strategically on a decentralized basis. 

While it is true that Federal “ag a located outside the district 
could not at any time be taxed by the district of residence, the im- 
paction as a result of Federal activity is nevertheless equally as real. 
Normally the influx of additional working population is in ratio to 
expanding local employment opportunity which connotes industrial 
development and expanding real property base for tax purposes. 
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Federal impaction presents no such real property base increase 
whether the impaction is attributable to district property or out of 
district property. 

Without further burdening the record with facts, these are the sug- 
gestions of the Philadelphia School District : 

1. Retain the 50-percent rate of assistance for children who are 
federally connected to all property whether that property is within 
the local district or located outside the district. The only change in 
this percentage which would be completely equitable would be, in 
our opinion, to relate the percentage directly to the ratio of residential 
property assessments within the city to total assessments within the 
city. To arrive at such a ratio, exempt property would require reeval- 
uation to bring it to whatever level of asesssment the taxable property 
of the district had attained. This would, in our opinion, present an 
unmanageable formula that would vary with each district and be very 
difficult both to substantiate and to audit. 

2. As to outleased property of the Federal Government the ques- 
tion of whether or not pupils in the local districts’ schools should be 
counted toward entitlement under Public Law 874 should be a ques- 
tion of fact. If the local school district does levy taxes on the lessee 
of Government-owned property in lieu of real property taxes, then 
pupils attributable to the properties involved should be excluded from 
entitlement. 

If, on the other hand, the district does not levy taxes against the 
lessee, this district should be allowed to include pupils attributable to 
the property in their entitlement under Public Law 874. I repeat that 
this should be a question of fact and consideration should not be given 
as to whether the district may legally assess taxes if in fact they elect 
not to doso. 

3. There should be statutory provision made in Public Law 874 
permitting the Commissioner of Education to waive the 6-percent 
requirements for school districts in which enrollment of pupils ex- 
ceeds 35,000. Such a provision is contained for districts under 25,000 
enrollment where unusual circumstances are recognized by the Corm- 
missioner. The exact circumstances under which the 6-percent provi- 
sion would be waived could either be specifically named or indicated 
as the intent of Congress as to the limitation to be imposed on this 
permissive factor. 

There are o‘her portions of the so-called impact area law which we 
feel are inequitable particularly as they pertain to large urban de- 
velopments. Since the School District of Philadelphia has not at 
this moment had sufficient time to evaluate the reasons for the provi- 
sions of Public Law 874 which cause the distinction between school 
districts to be made, we will not at this time attempt to dwell upon 
these other provisions. 

Please accept the appreciation of the School District of Philadel- 
phia for your courtesy in allowing us to present our views before your 
distinguished committee on this subject. 

Mr. Baitey. The Chair wants to thank you for your enlightened 
information, and I note the presence here of staff members of the Com- 
missioner of Education. It might be well for them to check in{o this 
peculiar situation with the thought that when you are permitted to 
come back for rebuttal testimony you might be able to answer some of 
the questions that have been raised, Mr. Lillywhite. 

45135—59—13 
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Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hetms. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Battery. We appreciate your coming here and letting us know 
about your problem. 

The distinguished gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Lesinski. 

Will you bring your constituents along with you and identify them 
to the reporter. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN LESINSKI, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Lestnsxi. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
am Representative John Lesinski of the 16th District of Michigan. I 
appreciate very much having this opportunity to comment on the 
testimony of Commissioner of Education Derthick before your com- 
mittee on June 10, 1959, regarding H.R. 7140 which sribodies the 
administration’s proposals for amending Public Law 815 and Public 
Law 874. 

Dr. Derthick referred to the Garden City, Mich., School District, 
which I represent, in urging the elimination of the category of Fed- 
eral-contract-connected children as a basis for assistance under the 
aforementioned public laws. 

I have with me Dr. E. J. O'Leary, superintendent of the Garden City 
schools, and his asssistant, Mr. Bertha, who has a statement and ma- 
terial to submit for the record. Dr. O’Leary, I might point out, orig- 
inated the suggestion of a revolving loan fund for school construction 
which the administration subsequently adopted as its program. 

During World War II and the Korean conflict, the Detroit area 
became known as the arsenal of democracy, and, under Government 
contracts, produced much of the fighting and other equipment with 
which our Nation was so successfully defended against the forces 
of communism. Much of our defense work is still being done in the 
area, and this factor has contributed to the growth of Detroit and 
its suburban communities of which Garden City is one. 

Commissioner Derthick stated in his testimony that no one could 
say precisely whether the growth of Garden City was due to suburbani- 
zation, that is, the movement of families from other areas of the De- 
troit labor market to Garden City or to inmigration of new families 
from outside the Detroit labor market because of increased Federal 
activities. By implication, he assumes the former and would there- 
fore deny Garden City, regardless of the impact of Federal activity, 
future aid under Public Laws 815 and 874. 

I understand that there is no requirement in the law that the school 
district make such a showing, but the Department of Labor does 
conduct a survey which shows degree of inmigration for the Detroit 
labor area. Furthermore, the Garden City School District initiated 
the formation of an association in the Detroit area to survey the various 
industries to determine which of them work on Government contracts. 

It is also conducts a survey among the pupils for information about 
parents’ places of employment. These two surveys are then corre- 
lated to establish connection with Federal activities and this informa- 
tion has always been available to the Office of Education. 
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Commissioner Derthick at another point stated, with reference to 
Federal assistance under the public laws: 


The central concept then (and since) has been that the Federal Government 
should in equity recognize and accept its obligation to assist in the support of 
public elementary and secondary education in those school districts in which 
a part of the local property tax normally available for the support of educational 
services is absent by reason of the tax immunity of the Federal property on 
which children reside as their parents are employed. The assistance provided 
is in the nature of an in-lieu-of-tax payment * * * 


This concept would appear to be contrary to the declaration of policy 
in Public Law 815 and in Public Law 874. The declaration of policy 
in Public Law 815 states: 


In recognition of the impact which certain Federal activities have had on the 
school construction needs in the areas in which such Federal activities have 
been or are being carried on, the Congress hereby declares it to be the policy 
of the United States to bear the cost of constructing school facilities in such 
areas in the manner and to the extent provided in this title. 


The declaration of policy in Public Law 874 states: 


In recognition of the responsibility of the United States for the impact which 
certain Federal activities have on the local educational agencies in the areas in 
which such activities are carried on, the Congress hereby declares it to be the 
policy of the United States to provide financial assistance, as set forth in the 
following sections of this act, for those local educational agencies upon which 
the United States placed financial burdens by reason of the fact that 

(1) the revenues available to such agencies from local sources have been 
reduced as a result of the acquisition of real property by the United States; 
or 

(2) such agencies provide education for children residing on Federal prop- 
erty; or 

(3) such agencies provide education for children whose parents are employed 
on Federal property ; or 

(4) there has been a sudden and substantial increase in school attendance as 
the result of Federal activities. 





From the foregoing it would appear that the intent of Congress 
was to provide assistance where the activities of the Federal Govern- 
ment made an impact in a number of ways on the district rather than 
the in-lieu-of-taxes payment suggested by the Commissioner. 

The residents of Garden City are people who are employed by in- 
dustrial concerns throughout Wayne Conan, many of which still work 
on Government contracts. It is essentially a bedroom community, 
for it has only one small industrial plant where about 400 people 
work on Government contracts. 

These people are industrious, hard-working citizens who fully realize 
their responsibilities to the community. The influx of new workers 
and their families created a serious problem for the school district 
because there was not room to house the additional children, but the - 
people of the community rose to the responsibility and paid one of 
the highest school taxes in Michigan in an attempt to solve the problem. 

In a 10-year period since 1949, the school taxes have been increased 
6.101 mills, which is about a $30.51 per year increase for a taxpayer 
owning a house assessed at $5,000. In 1949 the district had a debt of 
$671,000. 

The school debt as of June 30, 1959, was $4,910,000, and the people 
have authorized an additional debt of $3,700,000 for a total of 
$8,610,000, or 17 percent of the total State equalized valuation. 
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This is clear evidence that the community is trying to solve its prob- 
lem at the local level and is not merely looking for a handout from the 
Federal Government. It has been shown that Federal activities have 
had an impact in that the school population has increased, so I earnestly 
recommend that the committee continue this aid in line with the intent 
of Congress as set forth in the declarations of policy of both public laws. 

Mr. O'Leary here is going to give the chairman the details of the 
background and need for the continuation of Public Law 815 and also 
Public Law 874. Therefore, if the chairman will allow, I shall let Mr. 
O'Leary take it from here. 

Mr. Battery. You may proceed to discuss it in any form that you 
care to, Mr. O'Leary. 

Does the gentleman wish to have a formal statement for presen- 
tation ? 

Mr. Lestnski. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batrey. It will be accepted for inclusion in the record. 

Mr. Lestnski. He would like very much to point out certain details 
of it, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battery. That is fine, you may proceed. 

(Information referred to follows :) 


GARDEN CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Garden City, Mich., July 24, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN LESINSKI, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN LESINSKI: I appreciate your communication of July 22, 
1959, inviting us to submit to you facts relative to the need of Public Law 815 and 
$74 in our school district. 

I was astonished that Commissioner Derthick of the Office of Education cited 
our school district in his testimony on H.R. 7140 before the House Committee on 
Education and Labor on June 10, 1959, as an example of a district the adminis- 
tration feels should not be eligible for benefits under section 305(a) (3) of Public 
Law 815. I assume that his testimony had to do with future needs under this 
law. 

I would like to review for you some of the pertinent facts relative to Garden 
City. It is located on Ford Road about halfway between downtown Detroit and 
Ann Arbor and is rectangular in shape being 2 miles wide (north and south) 
and 3 miles Jong (east and west). Within Garden City there is one small con- 
cern called Electro Mechanical which has about 50 percent of their work force 
of some 400 on Federal Government contracts. The balance of the community 
is made up of individual homes, They are not large, expensive homes, but 
homes that the average worker can afford to purchase after paying a small 
amount down. The best descriptive term used for our community would be a 
“bedroom community.” These homes do not produce enough tax yield to carry 
on a school program. 

To the north, south, and east of Garden City there are many hun@creds of plants 
ranging in size from the giant Ford Motor Co., with its thousands of employees, 
to small job shops that employ 3 or 4 individuals. 

The growth of Garden City has been an amazing thing. In the 1949-50 school 
year, there was a school population of 1,813 children and a total city popwlation 
of approximately 7,000 people. At that time, we had 56 classrooms, 26 of which 
were the wooden temporary facilities that had been constructed as temporary 
some 20 years before. The ratio of debt to assessed valuation was nearly 10 
percent and the credit of the school district was not high due to previous de- 
faults on bond and interest payments. 

At this time, Garden City seemed like a sleepy western frontier town that was 
quite content with the status quo. Very few new homes were being constructed, 
and it appeared that any additional facilities needed for school purposes could 
with maximum local effort, be constructed at the local level even though we were 
one cf the poorest school districts in Wayne County with a total assessed valua- 
tion of $7,424,560. 
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At this point, our country became engaged in the Korean conflict. The De- 
troit area constituted the arsenal of America and many firms which had re- 
turned to the production of consumer goods suddenly had to start producing 
tanks, planes, guns, electronic equipment, and many other weapons and com- 
ponent parts needed to defend our Nation against the forces of communism. 

The work forces in these plants had to be expanded and supplemented with 
skilled craftsmen from other plants in Michigan and from other States. In 
addition to these defense workers, many families moved into the community as 
service people, and the Government assumed no responsibility for this indirect 
growth. These workers needed homes that were not too distant from their 
place of employment. Garden City suddenly found itself a boomtown with 
housing projects under development that often consisted of 900 units or more. 

The school district was unable to house the children of these many newly 
settled defense workers with the antiquated schools that were in existence. 

When confronted with these problems, the citizens did not throw up their 
hands and say, “This problem was created by the Government—let them re- 
solve it,” but reached into their pocketbooks and paid one of the highest school 
taxes in Michigan in an attempt to resolve the problem at the.local level. (See 
table on page 189.) 

It was very apparent that even though the people were willing to pay for 
schools, they did not have the resources to meet this problem from within the 
community. At this time, we turned to the Federal Government and applied 
under Public Law 815, section 305(a) (3) which provided that a community, any 
part of which was in a defense area and whose membership resulted from activ- 
ities of the United States, could receive assistance from the Government to 
help house those children who were in the community due to this Federal 
activity. 

Our school district assumed a role of leadership in attempting to provide the 
necessary information to the Office of Education so that their field men could 
readily examine available data and determine if the membership within the 
school district was due to Federal activity. We initiated the formation of an 
association in the Detroit area to survey the various industries, and the infor- 
mation obtained is available to any school district that desires to use it. We 
were able to collect the necessary data and substantiate our claim for Federal 
funds under the law as enacted by Congress. 

The Government, under Public Law 815, section 305(a) (3), provided only 45 
percent of the cost of housing a student, and then only those students that were 
in the district because of Government activity. This 45 percent provision as- 
sumed that local industry and business could pay most of the remaining 55 per- 
cent. This left a substantial burden on an already hard-pressed community 
where residents must pay about 95 percent of the taxes due to no major business 
center and only one small industrial plant. The people bonded themselves as 
much as they possibly could under the laws in Michigan. 

This maximum bonding program and the Federal aid received was still not ade- 
quate to meet our critical housing shortage. We had 2,500 children on half-day 
sessions during the 1954-55 school year. Our school district then assumed the 
leadership in amending the constitution of the State of Michigan to enable a 
district to bond itself to an even greater extent to house children. This pro- 
gram, which in its conception was known as Joint Resolution D, is now known 
as the Michigan $100 million school bond program. Neither our $3,300,000 
nor our $3,700,000 bond issues of 1956 and 1959 would have been possible if the 
constitution had not been amended. Our district was the first district in the 
State of Michigan to qualify bonds under this program. 

As the attached chart shows, Garden City has constantly bonded itself to a 
maximum level and has attempted in every possible way to resolve school 
problems at a local level. 

It has always been our belief that the Federal Government should have 
assumed, in all cases, the full cost of providing the facilities for these federally 
connected children, but this was not made possible under the law and we have 
appreciated the assistance the Congress has seen fit to extend. 

The school district has increased from an enrollment of 1,813 children in 
149) to an expected 9,800 children in September of 1959. The town has increased 
from 7,000 in 1949 to a community of 35,000 in 1959. 

Instead of the 56 rooms used in 1949, we now have 306 classrooms in 1959. 
Since 1949 there has been a 6.101-mill increase in school taxes, which is an 
increase of $30.51 per year on a house assessed at $5,000 for the average tax- 
payer. In 1949 we had a debt of $671,000. Our school debt as of June 30, 
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1959, was $4,910,000 and the people authorized $3,700,000 additional school debt 
by a 5-to-1 vote, which will make a total debt of $8,610,000, or 17 percent of our 
total State equalized valuation. A bonded debt ratio of 8 percent is considered 
a maximum local effort. Many States limit the school bonded debt to 2 percent, 
and 5 percent is quite common. This rapid growth was caused in large part by 
Government activity in this area, as our industrial and pupil surveys have 
indicated. With this rapid growth caused by this Federal activity, we feel that 
the Government has had, and continues to have, a responsibility for housing 
these children. 

It is our belief and our contention that, instead of Commisioner Derthick 
citing our school district as an example of a school district that should not be 
eligible for benefits under section 305(a)(3) of Public Law 815, the evidence 
presented would indicate that this is the best example in the country of a school 
district for which Congress intended this type of legislation. If anything, we 
believe Public Law 815 should be amended to allow 100 percent reimbursement 
under section 305(a) (3) for federally connected pupils. 

There is no doubt that the need for this legislation is decreasing, but should 
not this type of legislation with the section 305(a) (3) be left on the books as 
a standby law which can be readily available in cases of national emergen- 
cies? There is no question but what the Detroit area is going to be involved 
for some time to come with contracts for the Government if our Nation is to 
survive in the cold war. 

The service people and plant workers that are involved in fulfilling these 
eontracts might still impose an impossible burden on certain communities as it 
has done in Garden City. If a substantial burden is not experienced, under the 
provision of the law a school district would not be eligible for funds and there 
would be no cost to the Federal Government. 

We feel that Public Laws 815 and 874 should be left intact and extended. 

We appreciate the assistance we have received in our community by the 
Federal-aid program and hope that the Congress will see fit to continue these 
programs as they are now operating. 

Respectfully yours, 
PuHILie R. BONNER, Assistant Superintendent. 
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BUILDING SCHOOLS A BIG BUSINESS nie 
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SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 1953 - 1958 


through 


LOCAL BONDS end FEDERAL AID 





NEW BUILDINGS CONSTRUCTED: 


2 Junior High Schools 
7 Elementory Schools 
1 Field House 


Educetione! Rooms Completed 
236 Regulor Classrooms 
Study Holls 
Librories 
Cofe-Study Halls 
Journolism 

Special Education 
Teachers Study 
Conference 
Gymnasiums 
Multi-Purpose 

Pupil Bond Practice 


294 Total 


e@Onon-ae www 


Rooms Under Construction 
13 Reguler Classrooms 
1 Home Econ. Living Room 
Cofe-Study Hall 
Kitchen 
Kitchen Dishwosh Areo 
Kitchen Food Storage 
1 Wolk-in Refrigerotor 
13 Room Field House Facility 
incl. Lovs., Dressing, Shower, 
Storage, Office, etc 
4 Storage 


36 Total 


1 
1 
} 
1 


THIS WAS THE PROGRAM 


MAJOR ADDITIONS 
1 Senior High School 
1 Elementary Schooi 


MAJOR ALTERATIONS 

No. | School (Bd. of Ed. Offices.) 
Junior High School 

Elementary School 


THESE ARE THE ADDED FACILITIES 


Auxiliary Facilities Completed 
10 Health Rooms 
10 Kitchens 
Kitchen Dishwosh Areos 
Kitchen Food Storage 
Boiler Rooms 
Phy. Ed. Locker Rooms 
Phy. Ed. Shower Rooms 
Office Suites (26 rms) 
Staff Offices 
4 Psy. Ed. Directors 
3 Cofe Mgrs. 
3 Ind’! Arts 
2 Bond Directors 
Mimeograph Rooms 
Library Conterence 
Library Work Rooms 
Ind’! Arts Finishing Rms. 
Physiotherapy Room 


NR aNNN 


~eWwweo 


118 Storage Rooms 
35 General 


28 Custodial 
19 Special Closs 
10 Office 

Food 
8 Kitchens 
Scullery Areas 
Serving Areos 
Lovotories 
35 Boys 
34 Girls 
29 Kindergorten 
24 Stoff 
8 Health Room 


“NN 


337 Total Auxiliory 


GRAND TOTAL OF FACILITIES — 667 


HERE IS THE COST OF CONSTRUCTION PROVIDING THESE FACILITIES 


From Local Sources idan named 


From Federal Aid 


. $4,434,729.19 Average per sq. ft. cost (Loco! Sources) ---8 11.63 
(Total 1 ) am 1 

1,861,311.93 otal, including federal grants 2.46 

—_—_—_$—__—_—_ Average per pupils cost (Local Sources) ‘ ‘ 720.74 

$6,296,041.12 (Total, including federal gronts) 751.11 


YET, TO PROVIDE THESE FACILITIES 
THE LOCAL TAX RATE HAS REMAINED NEARLY CONSTANT 
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SCHOOL SITES & EQUIPMENT ARE A VITAL PART OF 
THE CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
Sites have been expanded and improved 


Land purchased since 1952 : $92,736.07 


A—10 acres at Henry Ruff School Site 
B—37 lots including 5 houses for expansion of 10 others school sites 


DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS FOR EQUIPMENT & SITE IMPROVEMENT 





Equipment Expenditure 








Local $ for 

School Local Bonds Federal Site Improvement 
High School $ 92,465.63 $ 3,000.00 $ 33,665.38 
Burger Jr. High 49,403.67 3882744 ~~ 20,000.00 
South Jr. High aT 41,872.84 Ba soo 
Menieon z 19,507.00 iw CMa Tes 0) Re 
8,000.00 11,053.54 

Douglas 23,406.79 
Lothers i j 39,510.26 re. =e ee 
Memorial _ ; » sia °  .  WerKeR -. me irr 
Marquette 15,006.82 ae : 7 i> 1,125.00 
Farmington 31,120.00 , ; fanless ae ae 17,840.00 
Maplewood 15,160.27 ak 6,293.60 
Henry Ruff ; rt 40,623.86 pea, ae 
Centro! Office % bie ; 996.99 ee 70, Gp poke 
Contingency” 2,000.00 1,000.00 
Toto! i $394,384.61 $97,853.97. ~~+$130,639.40 





TOTAL COSTS OF BUILDING PROGRAM TO DATE 























INCOME EXPENDITURES CASH ON HAND 
Lecel Sources Construction Reserve for Expansion and 
Bond Issues $5,290,000 00 Local Sources $4,434,729.19 Development of Future 
Interest on bonds 103,631.56 Federal Gront 1,861,311.93 Building and Sites $ 75,012.34 
Sale No. 5 site 30,400.00 Local Sources u ded €. A 
Cash Bal. 1949 bonds 3,618.33 (Alterations) 17,419.93 Geneve 
Builder Contributions 30,113.24 Equipment ee ee $ 68,970.76 
—_———_——— - Local Sources $ 394,384.61 Redetdl’ Geant for Art ‘ 
TOTAL $5,457,763.13 Federal Grant 97,853.97 pany toner liny he Ge ee 
dere 551.50 Architects F. . 
eee a ott "Lenat Sueiees $ 216,922.10 Site Procurement 923.51 
GRAND TOTAL 7,558,314.63 Federal Gront 106,102.45 e17h 428 41 
5 Site Improvement $ 130,639.40 TOTAL $178,635.61 
Site Procurement $ 92,478.24 
Legal Fees 
Local Sources $ 13,929.57 
Federal Grant 619.99 
Advertising 
Local Sources 1,707.52 
Federal Grant 939.16 
Inte,est on 1953 Debt $ 10,410.96 
bond Printing $ 230.00 
TOTAL '$7,379,679.02 
Grand Total Expenditures and Cash $7,558,314.63 
THE TASK AHEAD 
_ aD 2s 44> eenitentetees metre | 
Permonent Permanent Classrooms Constructed Estimated ; Classroom ‘ Needs ' 
Classrooms (Excluding Elementary all purpose rooms) H ' ‘ 
43 263 34 ' 34 H 34 ' 
--— eS eee aa EY 
1952-53 1953-58 1960-6) 1961-62 1962-63 
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STATEMENT OF E. J. 0’LEARY, SUPERINTENDENT, GARDEN CITY 
SCHOOLS; ACCOMPANIED BY ANDREW BERTHA, ASSISTANT TO 
SUPERINTENDENT, GARDEN CITY, MICH. 


Mr. O'Leary. We would like to take the position that H.R. 7140 
should not be enacted and that section 304(a)(3) of Public Law 
815 and 308 of the same act and Public Law 874 be renewed in their 
present forms. 

Garden City is a bedroom district in the arsenal of democracy area 
of Detroit. Korea brought about a tremendous impact of people 
into the area. 

This school district had only 56 classrooms, 26 of which were tem- 
porary. Had there not been a tremendous growth of the area, then 
there would not have been the need for Federal assistance. 

We believe that these laws should be kept on the books as a standby 
because we know not when there will be another hot war from the 
present cold war. 

Garden City has grown in the past 10 years from 1,813 children to 
9,800 children; from a population of 7,000 to a population of 35,000; 
from 56 classrooms, 30 of which are permanent-type rooms, to 306 
classrooms, and from an assessed valuation of $7,424,000 to $49,638,000. 

There has been an increase in assessed valuation per pupil from 
$4,095 to $5,801. 

Mr. Bainey. Let’s have those figures again, please. 

Mr. O'Leary. An assessed valuation per pupil growth of $4,095 
has increased to $5,801. The bonded debt 10 years ago was $671,000. 
The current debt is $8,610,000. 

i might say that in addition to that, there is $5,900,000 in interest 
to be paid on top of that $8,610,000, so it is a tremendous debt when 
you also include the interest. 

The ratio of debt to assessed valuation has risen from 9.03 percent 
to 17 percent. Children have been on half-days all of the years up 
to the time that we were able to effect a constitutional amendment. 

We received our first Federal aid in the 1952-53 school year in the 
amount of $340,001.50. Each year we got approximately $400,000 
to $450,000. Despite the Federal aid and bond issues of 1953 and 
1955, including the 1949 bond issue, the school district was not able 
to build enough classrooms to house the youngsters and so we initiated 
the action with schoolmen, the Builders Association of Detroit, and 
other interested people to try and amend the constitution of the State 
of Michigan. 

The situation was this: Michigan had in its provisions that you 
could bond up to 15 percent of the assessed valuation. The actual 
limitation without excessive interest rates was 8 percent, the actual 
bond market situation. ‘The maximum that you could sell was about 
12 percent, if you expected someone to buy the bonds. Compared to 
other States, some States have only 2 percent that they bond for 
schools, and many States have only 5 percent, so that Michigan, under 
the other situation, had considerablye more than many of the States. 

We still could not bond sufficient to house our youngsters. What I 
proposed was that the State of Michigan amend the constitution and 
raise the 15 percent limitation. This ended up in the State $100 mil- 
lion school bond program. It was joint resolutioned in the legislature 
of January 1955. 
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It passed the legislature, was submitted to the people, and became a 
part of the constitution in April of 1955. Garden City then submitted 
its $114 million bond issue that they had just passed the same day as 
the constitutional amendment. This was the first bond issue approved 
under the new State constitutional amendment. 

This shows that Garden City has not relied on Federal aid. As a 
matter of fact, it could not. We weren’t receiving suflicient Federal 
aid to house our pupils. 

There were 2,500 youngsters on half-days at the time this happened. 
The bonded debt ratio was 12 percent, and so we raised this, and you 
can see by the chart to the attached letter that we went as high as 22 
percent after the constitution was amended. 

The people of Garden City have continually voted as soon as they 
could bond themselves additional money. There is a practical limita- 
tion of even the new constitutional amendment, Each time we have 
had a bond issue, and we have had four of them, we have gone to the 
maximum limit that the bonding firm of Miller, Canfield, Paddock 
& Stone has approved that we could sell, and as I have stated, with 
approximately $6 million in interest you can see we are paying high 
interst. rates. 

We have no fads or frills in our buildings, no swimming pools, no 
auditoriums, and our secondary schools have only one gym and they 
are limited in size; only one regulation court in each gym. 

The attached chart to the letter submitted shows that the people of 
Garden City voted these rations on their bond issues: 3.86 to 1, 2.89 
to 1, 4.55 to 1, 5.43 to 1, and we just recently had another election in 
June for another $3,700,000, and the ratio is 5.27 to 1. 

The people have been willing to vote all of the taxation that it is 
possible to vote in order to house their youngsters. 

We are very grateful to the Congerss for passing Public Law 815. 
We certainly are deply appreciative of the Office of Education for the 
administration of the act. Certainly, if anything, the act should be 
broadened. 

We received money under section 308, which is the 55 percent that 
you are supposed to get in addition to the 45 percent under section 
305(a) (3) because you have no industry. We have only one small in- 
dustry that employs 400 people, Electro Mechanical Products. Ap- 
proximately half of their work is Federal contract work. 

The cost of construction of these buildings has been $751 per pupil. 
When you realize that under 305(a)(3) the formula is $1,200 for 
Michigan, you can see that we have really taken care of the Federal 
funds as well as local bond issue money and gotten classrooms and 
facilities to house youngsters without any fads or frills. Your money 
is well spent. 

Under Public Law 874 we received approximatley $61,000. 

We believe that this law should be expanded so that these young- 
sters—that means about half of our total enrollment was federally 
connected—should have some sort of support, certainly for several 
years. We received money only 2 consecutive years. We hope that 
you will consider expansion rather than deletion of this law. 

Garden City has these people migrating from out of Michigan, 
out-State Michigan, and of course within the area. It is centrally 
located for many industries. There are literally hundreds of indus- 
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tries south, north, and east of the city. These industries have Govern- 
ment contracts, like Ford Motor Co., Chrysler Corp., General Motors, 
and many subsidiary companies. 

Chrysler, of course, has missile contracts at the present time. We 
expect not only the present contracts, but in case of an emergency 
you will have the legislation there ready to operate for other districts 
as Garden City under the present laws will not receive considerable 
amounts of Federal aid in the future because our major growth has 
been in the past. 

We expect to grow from the present 9,800 to about 15,000 pupils. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to present the case of 
Garden City. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you very much for a presentation of your situa- 
tion in the Garden City School District. 

Do you have any additional comment, Mr. Lesinski ? 

Mr. Lestnsx1. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say this: Mr. O’Leary 
was quite correct in his statement and that is not only Garden City, 
but other sections of my district likewise. 

Michigan produces 20 percent of the steel of the Nation. It is cen- 
tered in my district, meaning that the arsenal of democracy, which is 
Detroit, is actually in my district, and, as Mr. O’Leary pointed out, 
the area is growing tremendously. In 10 years’ time some areas have 
doubled, tripled, and even quadrupled in population, and again, as 
Garden City has done, other sections are doing the same thing. The 
people are willing and trying very diligently to pay the taxes to 
educate their children, but there are times when they just cannot afford 
to go any further, and I believe that Garden City is not the situation 
in all my area, but is typical of many sections of our area. 

We have Dearborn, which is a high tax base, but because it has 
Ford Motor Co. the individual taxpayer does not pay as much. Then 
we have Inkster, Garden City, Romulus, and so forth, whose tax base 
is very low and therefore these people really need help. 

I appreciate this very much, Mr. Chairman. If you have any ad- 
ditional questions you would like to have us check on for you, we 
would like to help you. 

Mr. Battery. The chairman is very mindful of the interest of the 
gentleman from Michigan in the matter of handling this school situa- 
tion which is extremely burdensome in the area in and around Detroit. 

We appreciate your comments very much. The committee will take 
into consideration your problems. 

Mr. Lesinsxt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it very 
much. 

Mr. Batter. I believe we have a gentleman from the State of Rhode 
Island. 

Mr. Maine, are you ready to come forward and identify yourself 
to the reporter? 


STATEMENT OF LEONARD L. MAINE, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, PORTSMOUTH, R.I. 


Mr. Marne. I am superintendent of schools for Portsmouth, R.I., 
a central district in the Newport, R.I. Naval Base. 

I thank the chairman and this subcommittee for the privilege of 
representing the 21 federally impacted Rhode Island school districts. 
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I wish to protest the proposed changes in Public Laws 874 and 815 
as are embodied in Secretary Flemming’s recommendations relating 
to H.R. 7140. 

I do concur with the Secretary’s position that the time is here for 
the Federal Government to assume responsibility for more Federal 
aid to education, particularly with regard to school construction. 

I believe the Federal school construction aid should be on a debt 
service basis rather than aid only for new construction. After a 
study of Secretary Flemming’s testimony, I prepared notes for refuta- 
tion. I heard all the ground covered by my notes handled very 
strongly indeed by witnesses before the committee yesterday. 

Rhode Island Representative John E. F ogarty has a prepared state- 
ment containing details of the Rhode Island situation. Therefore, 
I wish to aim my remarks at another target. 

In his testimony yesterday, Representative Hagen of California in- 
ferred that the House did not expect to act on H.R. 7140 this ses- 
sion. If this is so, then present work might background congres- 
sional action next year when many of the provisions of this law need 
to be renewed. I therefore wish to call the attention of this com- 
mittee to two inequities that exist. 

Mr. Battery. Before you go into that, may the Chair say that the 
gentleman from California was speaking for himself alone in that 
statement and did not predicate his statement on any comments of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. Marine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I might say that as a superintendent from a district with problems, 
I worried a little less about the immediate future after I heard that 
statement. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you very much for your observation. 

Mr. Marne. I wish to call the attention of the committee to the 
following: 

1. The problems of districts facing diminishing impact under Pub- 
lic Law 874, of which there are two instances. 

I might say that Senator Purtell introduced an amendment that 
may have partially corrected one of these difficulties. A growing dis- 
trict qualifies for funds, but its non-Federal growth is such that its 
federally connected number, although perhaps the same number of 
pupils, fluctuates around the over 3 percent necessary to qualify. 

Another example, a heavily impacted district suffers layoffs from 
Government work. The children become ineligible. The district 
suffers doubly. It suffers the loss of pay to workers in the district 
and it also may suffer the loss of Public Law 874 payments, but the 
children are still in the district because of Federal impact. 

2. Under Public Law 815 it has been possible for a district to meet 
non-Federal growth requirements and also experience heavy Fed- 
eral impact without these increases enabling the district to qualify 
for construction funds. This condition could be a result of uneven 
increases between cutoff dates connected with the applicaticn for 
funds. Where this happens, local He dag bear all the burden for 
school construction or all of the children of the district suffer for 
lack of facilities. ; 

Such inequities as I have described could be discovered only as 
experience with Public Laws 874 and 815 take place. 
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_ I might ad lib here and say that I have had the privilege of testify- 
ing 9 or 10 times before House and Senate committees. I believe I 
have followed the development and needed changes in Public Laws 
874 and 815 quite closely. I believe the renewal of our laws each 2 
years after work by this subcommittee and adjusting the provisions 
of the laws to changing problems allows the laws to better meet the 
needs of the federally impacted school districts. 

Finally, as representative of the federally impacted school districts 
of Rhode Island, I wish to express appreciation to this subcommittee 
for its long and careful attention to the problems faced by a school 
district in providing adequate schools for defense-connected person- 
nel. Particularly do I refer to the sustained and dedicated services 
of Chairman Bailey to the boys and girls of these districts. 

I have examined administrative reports relating to Public Laws 
874 and 815 for evidence that West Virginia benefits in any con- 
siderable amount from these laws. I find none. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope your experience and the experience of your 
subcommittee with Public Laws 874 and 815 will give you sufficient 
strength and competence to lead Congress to provide Federal aid in a 
general way to the public schools of the country who need it so 
desperately. 

I thank you very much for the privilege of making this statement. 

Mr. Battery. The Chair appreciates your last comment most of all. 

Mr. Marne. Thank you, Mr. Bailey. 

Mr. Baitry. I am glad to note that your interest is not only in this 
particu'ar phase of the school legislation as contained in Public Laws 
815 and 874, but you are interested in the general problem facing the 
Nation of finding adequate housing for our boys and girls regardless 
of what State they might be located in, and regardless of the Federal 
impact due to defense activities. 

The Chair is of the opinion, Mr. Maine, that so long as our Armed 
Services Committee comes up every 2 or 3 years with a brandnew pro- 
gram of military construction and creates new bases of impact, it 
would be quite obvious that this legislation must continue in order to 
meet the situation. 

I can only speak for myself as a member of this committee, but we 
have to meet it and the chairman will be extra careful to see to it 
that the Government does not avoid any of its responsibility in this 
problem. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Maine. 

Mr. Marne. I wonder what challenge to our laws will come next. It 
seems each year we get things thrown at our legislation that certainly 
don’t hold water when we examine them against the principles that 
have been established by the work of your subcommittee. 

Is it good for us to face these things in order to open up the prob- 
lems, perhaps for improvement of the laws? 

I notice my colleague from Garden City, Mich., mentioned section 
305(a) (3) and section 308. I believe, as does he, about improvements 
in Public Law 815. 

Perhaps these challenges give us a chance to renew the interest of 
Congress in our laws. 

Mr. Battry At least it keeps you on your toes. 

Mr. Marne. That is right, Mr. Bailey. 
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Thank you very much. 
Mr. Battery. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Eater, superintendent of schools of Rantoul, Ill., and a school 
board member accompanies the gentleman. 
: . 
Come forward and identify yourself. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. EATER, SUPERINTENDENT, RANTOUL CITY 
SCHOOLS; ACCOMPANIED BY RALPH SCOTT, PRESIDENT, BOARD 
OF EDUCATION, RANTOUL, ILL. 


Mr. Earer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce to you Mr. 
Ralph Scott, president of the board of education of the Rantoul city 
schools, who has accompanied me to this hearing, and I shall present 
the testimony. 

Mr. Batrey. Thank you. 

Be seated, gentlemen. 

May I say to the gentleman, please make your presentation brief 
because the chairman of the subcommittee is supposed to be before 
the Rules Committee on an important piece of labor legislation be- 
tween now and 12 o’clock, so if you will be as brief as possible, I will 
appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Eater. All right. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am J. W. Eater, 
superintendent of the Rantoul city schools, Rantoul, Ill. The board 
of education has asked me to express its appreciation for this oppor- 
tunity to present these facts to your committee. 

We are responsible for the elementary schools in the Rantoul- 
Chanute Air Base community providing facilities and school programs 
for all public school students in that area. 

My testimony is to be considered as opposed to the amendments pro- 
posed in H.R. 7140, 

Largely, my remarks will pertain to the financial conditions in the 
Rantoul schools, but reference is also made to the problems of all 
applicant schools in Illinois. 

In 1950, the first year of Public Law 874, 45 applicant schools had a 
net entitlement of $913,204.17, as compared to 84 applicant schools 
in 1957-58, with a net entitlement of $2,322,717. 

In these 84 applicant districts, there were 12,782 eligible students, 
or 9.29 percent of the enrollment of all public schools in Hlinois. 
These 84 districts had current expenditures of $40,253,481 and re- 
ceived $2,322,717 Federal funds, or 5.77 percent of their current operat- 
ing budget. 

The number of Federal students represents 15 percent of the total ° 
enrollment of these federally affected area schools. Therefore, even 
though 15 percent of the students in these districts are federally con- 
nected the payments under Public Law 874 represent only 5.77 percent 
of the entire budget of current operating expenses in these schools. 

If the amendments to reduce the payments for students whose par- 
ents either live on or work on Federal property located within a school 
district where the children attend school are reduced from 50 percent 
of the local contribution rate to 40 percent of the local contribution 
rate and payments for students whose parents work on Federal prop- 
erty located in a district where the students do not attend school are 
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reduced from 50 percent of the local contribution rate to 25 percent 
of the local contribution rate, the loss in Federal funds to the 84 
applicant districts will be $808,179, or 28.2 percent of the estimated 
entitlement of $2,866,762. 

If the above amendments had been in effect during the school year 
1958-59, my district, Rantoul No. 1387, Champaign County, would 
have had a loss of $26,008.48, or 7.78 percent of the Federal funds 
available under Public Law 874. 

In order to understand more completely the problems involved in 
the Rantoul schools, these facts need to be studied. 














School year 1957-58 

Students in 
Classification average daily | Percent 

attendance 
EEE ES a ee Pee eberiicte DEERME Dbaph esi kiwes 807 35.9 
_ ee ee eee S ahilete cae meehaindge inn anita aims etebiod oc Ghia tawmbeseade 1, 029 45.7 
a ian eae ed ean RE at NEE ae 414 18.4 
Tots 4l enrollment. ; 5 , Peis 3 a 5 oe 2, 250 100.0 
3a plus 3b (federally connected) -- iis elk oun capsid aio eh Gop ntbwlginmenn ke 1, 836 81.6 





Mr. Batey. The Chair might observe that the 3b’s are a real im- 
pact there. 

Mr. Eater. The Federal funds received under Public Law 874 for 
the 1957-58 school year was 34.29 percent of the current operating 
expenses for that year. Comparing these percentages, we find that 
only 34.29 percent of the budget was Federal money, but 81.6 percent 
of the students were federally connected or children of parents who 
either live and work on or work on Federal property. 

If the district would have lost the $26,008.48, it is plain to see that 
the ratio of funds to Federal students would have been worse and 
the district would have had to reduce the educational offering to the 
students by the amount of the loss. 

If these amendments would become effective on July 1, 1959, the 
following loss will be in effect in Rantoul: 














School year 1959-60 
Students in 
Classification average daily | Percent 

| attendance 
eae eee ee ne a eee Ey ee ee 1, 397 42.14 
te ne este eine kameegt eects & mae cba eine eteamaena ee = wes onan en ances | 1, 330 40. 12 
Non-Federal_- pi ehip heat MENEkneeuNeee~caguscacsbbowowed | 588 17.74 
Total estimated enrollment...---_-.--_- a - 3, 315 100. 00 
3a plus 3b (federally connected) -- LSae WE We ecb ivebadathtatuaerocebe 2, 727 82. 26 





The reduction of payments from 50 percent to 40 percent would 
result in an cetimated loss of $33,915, or a reduction of 6.4 percent in 
Federal funds for the year. 

I have in my testimony incorporated letters from other school super- 
intendents in the area which I shall not read, as they will be part of 
the record. 

Mr. Battery. They will be accepted and printed in the official record. 

(Letters referred to follow :) 
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WILMINGTON-LORENZO COMMUNITY UnNir District 209U, 
Wilmington, 1ll., June 30, 1959. 
Mr. J. W. EATER, 
Superintendent of Schools, 
Rantoul, Iu. 

Dean Mr. Eater: Our school district’s entitlement would be reduced by $18,- 
642.30, had these proposed amendments been effective during the current 1958-59 
school year. 

I have presented these facts to our Congressmen and suggested they contact 
one or more members of the Education Subcommittee regarding the proposed 
amendments. 

If there is anything else I can help with, please let me know. 


Sincerely, 
LESTER J. STEVENS, Superintendent. 


CoMMUNITY UNIT ScHOOLs, 
District No. 1, CHAMPAIGN COUNTY, 
Fisher, Ill., June 27, 1959. 
Mr. J. W. EATER, 
Rantoul City Schools, Rantoul, Il. 

Dear Mr. Kater: Thanks so much for keeping me informed about the Public 
Law 874 and 815 bills before Congress at this time. I shall write to my Con- 
gressmen to protest the change in the bills. Now we receive about $14,000 per 
year due to the federally connected students. If I understand your letter the 
proposal would cut our payment to around $7,000 per year which would mean a 
loss of $7,000 per year for us. I certainly would not like such a cut and I shall 
write my Congressmen right away relative to the matter. 


Sincerely, 
VERNON S. Rocke, Superintendent. 


PAaxTON COMMUNITY UNIT SCHOOL No. 2, 
Pazton, Ill, June 4, 1959. 


Mr. J. W. EATER, 
Superintendent, Rantoul City Schools, 
Rantoul, Iu. 

DEAR Mr. Eater: As I interpret bill 7140 and the changes it will make to 
Public Law 874, it would seem to me that we will lose 50 percent of our Federal 
help. I have written Mr. Arends, Senator Dirksen and Senator Douglas as 
of this morning. If there is additional work that I should do, let me know. 


Respectfully yours, 
Cuas. C, NEWMAN, Superintendent. 


LIBERTYVILLE-FREMONT HIGH SCHOOL, 
Libertyville, Iil., June 30, 1959. 
Hon. MARGUERITE Stitt CHURCH, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mrs. CHurcH: I am writing to you in behalf of Public Law 874 and 
Public Law 815. It is my understanding that H.R. 7140 will affect substan- 
tially the amounts appropriated for these bills. 

As you well realize, we in Libertyville are materially affected by these bills. 
We would receive for the 1958-59 operating year approximately $14,000 if the 
claim were paid at the rate of 50 percent of the operating costs. If payment 
were made at the rate of 25 percent of operating costs we would receive only 
$7,000. 

It should be noted, however, that many other districts are affected to a much 
greater extent. Therefore, I urge you to give your support to those who are 
asking that support be maintained at present levels. 


Respectfully submitted, 
LoREN R. NICOL, 


Assistant Superintendent. 








202 ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


Mr. Eater. I would like to make a further statement here. 

In previous testimony in support of the amendments offered in 
H.R. 7140, frequent reference is made to the fact that the assistance 
provided under Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 is in the nature 
of an in-lieu-of-tax payment. This in-lieu-of-tax rationale was not 
stated or implied in the declaration of policy, Public Law 874, 81st 
Congress, chapter 1124, 2d session, H.R. 7940. 

Section 1: 

In recognition of the responsibility of the United States for the impact which 
certain Federal activities have on the local educational agencies in the areas 
in which such activities are carried on, the Congress hereby declares it to be 
the policy of the United States to provide financial assistance (as set forth in 
the following sections of this act) of those local educational agencies upon which 
the United States has placed financial burdens by reason of the fact that— 

(1) the revenues available to such agencies from local sources have 
been reduced as the result of the acquisition of real property by the United 
States ; or 

(2) such agencies provide education for children residing on Federal 
property ; or 

(3) such agencies provide education for children whose parents are em- 
ployed on Federal property ; or 

(4) there has been a sudden and substantial increase in school attendance 
as the result of Federal activities. 

And in the declaration of policy, Public Law 815, 81st Congress, 
chapter 995, 2d session, S. 2317. 

Title Il, School Construction in Federally Affected Areas, sec- 
tion 201: 

In recognition of the impact which certain Federal activities have had on the 
school construction needs in the areas in which such Federal activities have 
been or are being carried on, the Congress hereby declares it to be the policy 
of the United States to bear the cost of constructing school facilities in such 
areas in the manner and to the extent provided in this title. 

References were made and provisions enacted to carry out the con- 
cept of financial burden and assistance. The Public Law 874 and 
Public Law 815 as amended have provided assistance on this con- 
cept and have been amended from time to time to make a more 
equitable distribution of funds. The injection of the in-lieu-of-tax 
principle deviates from the basic concept and provisions of these 
laws. 

In studying the report of the Census Bureau studies on data as to 
the proportion of locally assessed taxable valuations of different types 
of real property in the United States, there is some data to support 
the 40 to 60 percent ratio of commercial to residence real estate. 

However, in the districts located in or near an area of heavy Fed- 
eral installations, the ratio changes and in my brief survey of other 
federally affected areas and a thorough study of Chanute Air Base, 
Great Lakes Naval Training Center, and Scott Air Base, the ratio 
is reversed or more nearly 70-30. 

I find also that these factors influence the ratio directly : 

(1) Trailer homes, 

(2) Low-cost housing, 

(3) Multiple housing units, and 

(4) Conversion of dwellings to apartments. 


In Rantoul, for example, we find numerous trailer parks providing 
space for 575 trailers. Little if any tax is paid by the owners of these 
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trailers because they claim exemption under the Sailors and Soldiers 
Relief Act. Therefore, there is no tax paid. 

The 415 students, however, are 3b classification and attend the pub- 
lic schools. Similar situations result from multiple housing and con- 
version of garages, et cetera, to housing units. 

I am sure the committee members who studied these factors $ prior 
to the enactment of Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 agreed on a 
50-50 ratio for section 3b and 202b to compensate for the resulting 
conditions mentioned above. 

I am sure that the committee is well aware of this fluctuation of 
the ratio between residence property and commercial property and 
agreed on the 50-50 ratio which we have used all these years, and 
it seems quite equitable in application to this law. 

In conclusion, I feel that the: Public Laws 874 and 815 as amended 
are good laws and are as equitable as any laws can be at present to 
provide Federal assistance to districts in the federally affected areas 
of the United States. Therefore, I recommend that you do not amend 
these laws but make sufficient appropriations to finance the provisions 
of these laws. 

I thank you again for the opportunity to present some facts about 
the Rantoul City schools and other districts in Illinois and our views 
on the proposed amendments embodied in H.R. 7140. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you. 

Mr. Scott, do you have any statement ? 

Mr. Scorr. No comments, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bartey. We thank you for a very able presentation of vour 
situation. It is one of extremely high impact and one in which I can 
understand your concern that the Government at least assume its re- 
sponsibility on the basis of the impact rather than the assessed prop- 
erty valuation. 

Mr. Earer. If we would go strictly on a tax basis rather than tax 
valuation of Federal property in that area, we probebly would have 
more funds than we would need. If we would go strictly on their in- 
lieu-of-tax with the base there of $3 million, it is a little different 
problem. 

Mr. Battery. Maybe it might be well to counter the administration’s 
proposal with some rule of that kind, but that is not for the chairman 
to suggest. 

Mr. Earer. I didn’t propose that. 

Thank you again. 

Mr. Baiey. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The Chair now recognizes the member of the staff to offer for in- 
clusion in the record any material he may have accumulated. 

Mr. McCorp. Mr. Chairman, I have a telegram addressed to the 
Speaker of the House, the Honorable Sam Ray burn, which he has 
forwarded and asked to be inserted in the record; a telegram ad- 
dressed to you from the Chicago Teachers Union; a letter from the 
Madison Federation of Teachers, Madison, Ill.; a letter from the 
Seattle Federation of Teachers, a letter from W ally Schneider, 
Boulder, Colo., enclosing an editorial from a newspaper, a letter from 
the Citizens Council for the Public Schools of the Pikes Peak Region, 
Colorado Springs, Colo.; a letter from the East Detroit Public 
Schools; a telegram from the San Francisco Federation of Teachers; 











204 ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


a letter from the Honorable E. L. Forrester, a Member of Congress 
from Georgia, transmitting a letter from the Houston County Board 
of Education, Houston County, Ga.; a letter from the Honorable 
William S$. Mailliard of California, transmitting a copy of a letter 
from the State Department of Education of California; a letter from 
the Honorable Marguerite Stitt Church, transmitting a letter from 
the North Chicago Community High School; a letter from the Hon- 
orable Frank E. Moss, Member of the U.S. Senate, transmitting a 
copy of a letter from the State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
at Utah; a letter from the superintendent of the Beaver Creek Public 
Schools at Xenia, Ohio, and a letter from the Wichita, Kans., Federa- 
tion of Teachers. 

Mr. Bartey. Without objection, they will be accepted for inclusion 
in the formal record. 

(Letters referred to follow :) 
SHERMAN, Tex., June 24, 1959. 
Hon. SAM RAYBURN, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The Sherman public schools would lose $8,573.64 if Public Law 874 is amended 
as proposed in House bill 7140. Other school districts in this area would stand 
to lose even more since Grayson County towns furnish housing and personnel 
for Perrin Air Force Base located within the Sherman Independent School Dis- 
trict. If these amendments are enacted our program would be seriously affected. 
We will appreciate your presenting these facts to the appropriate committee. 

Byron Davis, 
Superintendent of Schools, Sherman Independent School District. 


CHICAGO, ILL., July 30, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 


With reference to H.R. 7140, the Chicago Teachers Union comprising 10,000 
teachers strongly opposes any reduction in formula of Federal-aid program to 
impacted areas that would reduce responsibility for costs directly related to 
Federal Government activity. 

JOHN M. FewKEs, President. 


MADISON FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, LOCAL 763, 
Madison, IUl., July 25, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BAILEY: Our school system, Community District 12, Madi- 
son County, Madison, Ill., would like to see Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 
remain in effect for the following reasons: 

The property owners in our school district are unable to pay enough in local 
taxes to support our schools. In order to maintain them at a minimum level we 
must receive aid from the State in the form of a State distributive fund. We 
are now receiving aid on an equalization basis in order to keep our schools 


open. 

H.R. 7140 will take away from our district approximately $8,000 per year in 
Federal aid which we use for educating children whose provider works at certain 
Government projects as you are aware. While $8,000 is not a huge sum, it is 
direly needed by our poor district which has a very low assessed valuation and 
we are hard pressed at all times for funds to operate our schools. Taking away 
the above amount for the maintainance of our educational system can mean a 
reduction in supplies and opportunities for our children to which they are most 
deserving. 

We hope you will consider our request most kindly. 

Respectfully, 
WILLrz G. Warts, President. 
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SEATTLE FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, 
Seattle Wash. July 28, 1959. 
In Opposition to H.R. 7140. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. BAILEY: We have been informed that H.R. 7140 would abolish or 
seriously curtail Federal funds in lieu of taxes as provided in Public Law 874 
and Public Law 815. Passage of this measure would, in our opinion, have an 
adverse effect on Seattle School District No. 1, where our members are employed 
as classroom teachers. 

During 1958-59, Seattle received a total of $600,192.89 under Public Law 874. 
For 1959-60 the estimated income from this source has been set at $610,000. 
This latter amount assumes the nature of an important item in a budget already 
trimmed by more than $2 million because of a property tax levy election failure 
in May 1959. Income from the cperation of Public Law 874 is a greatly needed 
item in our local school budget. We hope you will work for the defeat of 
H.R. 7140. 

Respectfully, 
SEATTLE FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, 
FRANK N. Morris, President. 


Bou.per, Cowo., July 29, 1959. 

Dear Sir: I am writing this letter in reference to H.R. 7140. The enclosed 
editorial of the Boulder Camera has prompted just these few remarks. 

We are in accord with the administration’s plan to balance the budget. We 
can understand the need to cut out unnecessary expenses. It’s difficult, however, 
to understand why the Government would overburden a community with added 
school expenses and not expect to pay its fair share. 

The need for adequate schools and qualified teachers is now more evident than 
ever before. The Government must keep faith with today’s schoolchildren. 
Because of the present crisis in education, I’m appalled to think that any legisla- 
tors could suggest this bill. 

Pardon my inadequate stationery and hasty penmanship. 

My thoughts, however, are sincere and I know will receive your honest atten- 
tion. 

WALLY SCHNEIDER. 
Don’t JuNK THIS PLAN 


(James D. Corriell, editorial writer ) 


Under H.R. 7140, recently introduced in Congress, funds paid local govern- 
ment agencies in lieu of taxes would be drastically cut. The bill would amend 
Public Laws 815 and 847, providing for such payments. 

Passage of this amendment would mean a backward step in Federal-local 
relationships and in our opinion a violation of public trust. 

For many years one of the major problems of local communities where Federal 
installations are located was the increase of the taxload to help support such 
installations without a dime of tax money coming from them to help support the 
community and pay their way for local services. 

Since Government agencies are legally tax exempt, a plan was devised under 
which they could pay money into local governmental bodies in lieu of taxes. Itis 
entirely fair that they should do this, for Federal installations generally bring 
in many new families needing city, county, and school facilities and services, and 
the installations themselves need certain municipal services, even if they pay for 
their own basic utilities. 

It would be hard to estimate accurately just how much additional police and 
fire protection must be added for any given Federal agency. It would be just as 
hard to estimate how much additional street service, engineering and planning 
service, recreation and other services must be increased as a direct result of the 
location of a Federal installation in a locality. 

It is known, however, that Boulder’s Federal employees have 620 children 
either attending or destined to attend local schools. That number is equivalent 
to the normal enrollment of two elementary schools. 

Since Federal agencies can’t be taxed and since the exact amount of local serv- 
ice expense they incur can’t be accurately determined, Public Laws 815 and 847 
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have made it possible for local governmental units and the Federal Government 
to agree on amounts to be paid in lieu of taxes. 

This is no giveaway, no “Federal aid” scheme. It is just sound, fair, responsi- 
ble fiscal policy. To curtail such funds or abolish them would be in direct viola- 
tion of justice and the public interest. 

To the best of our information at this time the amount coming into Boulder 
in lieu of taxes from the Federal Government is about $70,000. It would bea 
serious blow to local public finances if this sum were taken away or substantially 
trimmed. 

H.R. 7140 is scheduled for committee hearing next week. We feel that inter- 
ested local citizens should let their Congressman, Byron Johnson, House Office 
Building, Washington, D.C., know how they feel about it—just in case the bill 
gets out of committee for consideration of the House of Representatives. 


THE CITIZENS’ COUNCIL FOR THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
OF THE PIKES PEAK REGION, 
Colorado Springs, Colo., August 1, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
Chairman, House Education Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BAILEY: The Citizens Council for the Public Schools of 
the Pikes Peak Region asks for serious consideration of the effects of immediate 
and drastic cuts in Federal financial aid for public schools. We oppose the reso- 
lution to reduce, by one-half within 2 years, the payments made to school districts 
as presently authorized by Public Laws 815 and 874. 

The principle of Federal responsibility as acknowledged in these Public Laws 
815 and 874 is fair and reasonable. In the Pikes Peak region, with its large and 
growing military installations, constant and rapid expansion of the school dis- 
tricts has been necessary. Without Federal cooperation the school programs 
would have had to suffer. 

If reductions in payments are unavoidable we feel the period of adjustment 
should be extended from the proposed 2 years to at least 5 years. This would 
allow a more reasonable length of time for the local school administrators to re- 
arrange their financial situation and give the taxpayers a more gradual increase. 

We are in sympathy with the effort on the part of Congress and the adminis- 
tration to reduce Federal spending below Federal income but we object to the 
field of education always being one of the first places to receive cuts when there 
is pressure to reduce spending. We feel it would be more profitable if more time 
was devoted to closing tax “loop holes,” correcting tax abuses and revising 
obsolete tax laws such as those made to encourage exploration for oil. 

We urge you to keep in mind that good education is the backbone of our 
democracy. 

Sincerely, 
H. O. Fevton, President. 


East Detroit PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Hast Detroit, Mich., July 30, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BAILEY: Pending bill H.R. 7140, if passed, will reduce 
aid to federally impacted areas and incur an almost total cut in Federal revenues 
from Public Laws 815 and 874. I know you have long been a supporter and 
advocate of those programs that would help to bring educational opportunity to 
boys and girls in areas which otherwise would not be able to give this oppor- 
tunity. 

In our own instance of the school district of the city of East Detroit, this has 
been true. This is a community of 4 square miles on the fringe of Detroit, which 
in the last 5 years has had a public school enrollment increase of 5,000 pupils and 
an impacted population of 48,000 people in a short period of time. Because of 
this tremendous increase, and even with local bond issues and continuous school 
construction, our pupils have been on double and triple sessions. We are, just 
now getting out of the woods on this problem. During all of this time, the dis- 
trict has been fortunate to receive several construction and operation grants; 
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this in effect has been the difference between housing children even inadequately 
to not housing them at all. 

I am sure there are many other school communities across the Nation whose 
circumstances have been and still are reflective of this circumstance. The 
moneys expended in this program have been well used, and in time I am certain 
will pay dividends to the United States in terms of human resources representa- 
tive of boys and girls who had a better educational opportunity because of such 
a program. 

I trust that this feeling that is exemplary of one real school situation will be 
helpful to you in implementing your efforts and comments as it concerns the 
work of your committee in the embattlement of H.R. 7140. The efforts of you 
and men of your interest and concern are appreciated by many citizens whose 
communities such as ours have not had the benefit of being exposed to all the 
ramifications of legislation, but who do know the real tangible effects first hand 
of their children being placed in a more wholesome school environment because 
of constructive legislation. 

With very best wishes, I am, 

Cordially, 
Ropert K. SMILey, Assistant Superintendent. 


San FrANcisco, Cauir., August 3, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The San Francisco Federation of Teachers urges your opposition to House 
Resolution 7410. Since the local school districts are supported by local property 
tax moneys and such taxes cannot be levied against federally owned property, 
it is only fair the heavily impacted areas receive Federal aid as provided by 
Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. The welfare of the students of San Fran- 
cisco is dependent in a large measure from such Federal moneys. 

IAN JACKSON, 
President, San Francisco Federation of Teachers. 


HouSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 15, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on General Education, 
House Committee on Education, 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am enclosing a letter from Hon. Lewis W. Tabor, super- 
intendent of the Houston County Board of Education, Perry, Ga., in which he 
sets forth the disastrous effects which H.R. 7140 would have on Houston County 
schools in the event of passage. ¢ 

It is my understanding that you have temporarily recessed the hearings on 
this bill, but that you expect to continue them when the executive sessions of 
the full committee are concluded on labor reform legislation. 

I will appreciate it very much if you will bring Mr. Tabor’s letter to the atten- 
tion of the members of your subcommittee when you resume the hearings, and 
I hope that full consideration will be given to the results which will ensue, not 
only in Houston County, but in all other areas throughout the country which, 
would be similarly affected. 

Thanking you, I remain 


Sincerely, 
BE. L. FORRESTER, 
Member of Congress. 


Houston County BoarpD oF EDUCATION, 
Perry, Ga., June 10, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. “‘T1c’’ FoRREsTER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DeAR Mr. Forrester: Several days ago I wrote you regarding changes in 
Public Laws 815 and 874 as proposed in H.R. 7140. It is my understanding that 
the proposed changes have been favored by Mr. Flemming, Secretary of Health, 
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Education, and Welfare. A copy of the bill which Mrs. McDonnell was kind 
enough to send to me indicates that it was introduced in the House by Con- 
gressman Kearns, and I understand a similar bill is being introduced in the 
Senate by Senator Goldwater. These bills if enacted into law would be most 
disastrous to Houston County. 

The best way I know to indicate to you its effect on Houston County is to use 
figures on which payments for 1958-59 school year were paid. In my recent 
letter I indicated that we would have received $57,686.67 less this year if the 
new law had been in effect. Below I am indicating the effect the proposed 
changes in Public Law 815 would have had. This change would really have 
been disastrous if it had been in effect this year. 

Change for Public Law 815: 


Section 5(a) pupils—Parents live on and work on Federal property 


Amount received this year based on per-pupil cost of $900 and pay- 

ment of 95 percent for pupils in this category: 270 pupils at 95 

ONT HE ED ON ND i eee asa seawenmnacea $230, 850 
Amount we would have reecived if proposed bill to pay 50 percent 

of estimated $900 per-pupil cost has been in effect: 270 pupils at 

50 percent of estimated $900 per pupil cost-____._.__-__-___-_----_- 121, 500 








oe I A RT RE AEE TTT 109, 350 


If this bill had been in effect this year we would have received $109,350 less 
than we actually received for pupils in this classification. 


Section 5(a)2 pupils—Parents work on federally owned property but live off 
Federal property 


Amount received this year based on per-pupil cost of $900 and payment 
of 50 percent for pupils in this category: 551 pupils at 50 percent of 
ee ne OR aE DE Pe ee ee ee $247, 950 
Amount we would have received if proposed bill to pay 40 percent of 
estimated $900 per pupil cost had been in effect: 551 pupils at 40 
EN CE ee Or, NN CE Ao niin ec cccne 198, 360 


i a iS Si we beeen lamaich 49, 590 


If this bill had been in effect this year, we would have received $49,590 less 
than we actually received for children in this classification. 


Section 8—Payment of non-Federal share in hardship cases 


I Be I I aso hk a inc eck ie sdcinccnen $260, 100 


This classification would be eliminated entirely under proposed new bill, and 
we would not have received any aid under this section, if this law had been 
in effect this year. 

Under the three classifications listed above, we would not have received the 
following amounts for school building construction if this proposed bill had 
been in effect this year: 


a serene tl Sk tapos coord in ganic pw seb eeineghin aay $109, 350 
EE EEE eee nema eee 49, 590 
a a ich altace dn fesaunehn pines inks Genin niobate 260, 100 

a a a ln Cait eeene phatase 419, 040 


We have actually received tentative approval for $738,900 for school building 
construction this year. If the proposed changes in the law had been in effect 
we would have received only $319,860 this year. This is $419,040 less than 
we actually have received. 

This change will be rough. Houston County, until the Robins Air Force 
Base was located in this county, was primarily an agricultural county. The 
establishment of Robins Air Force Base has caused a tremendous increase in 
our school population, and we feel that the funds provided by Public Laws 
815 and 874 are funds in lieu of tax payments. 

We strongly urge that you exert every influence possible to defeat this bill. 

Sincerely, 


L. W. TAapor, 
Superintendent, Houston County Schools. 
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Howse OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 22, 1959. 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR. 


GENTLEMEN: I would appreciate your committee’s consideration, during de- 
liberations on H.R. 7140, of the enclosed letter from the superintendent of public 
instruction and director of education of the California Department of Education. 
On page 8 of the statement attached to the letter is a point of particular con- 
cern to the State of California should H.R. 7140 become law. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD, 
Member of Congress. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 
Sacramento, June 16, 1959. 
Congressman WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MAILLIARD: Attached hereto is a statement of the views 
of the California State Department of Education and of the school districts 
of California which are applicants for Federal financial assistance under the 
provisions of Public Laws 874 and 815 in opposition to the proposals of Mr. 
Arthur S. Flemming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, to amend 
Public Laws 874 and 815, introduced into the House of Representatives by Mr. 
Kearns as H.R. 7140. 

These views, data, and information are being transmitted so that you may 
have knowledge of how the proposal will affect the California school districts 
which receive Federal support from the two statutes. We regret that time has 
not permitted the compilation of data for each of the 444 applicant districts in 
California. We have notified all applicant districts of the provisions of H.R. 7140, 
and suggested the appropriateness of each informing his Congressman of the 
effect of them upon his school district. 

It is our opinion, based upon the data available, that if the proposal is 
adopted, the educational program in many California school districts will be 
seriously impaired. It will provide for a reduction in Federal funds as high 
as 60 percent of allocations under present law in a number of districts, as high as 
50 percent in many districts, and substantial reductions in the remainder. Ulti- 
mate reductions will reach in one case as high as 25 percent of the total current 
expense of the district. We are especially concerned because these reductions 
will affect the educational programs of districts in which 51 percent of the 
total number of pupils in California are enrolled, for that percentage attend 
school in districts receiving support under Public Laws 874 and 815. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has estimated the pro- 
posal will reduce entitlements of California school districts under Public Law 
874 from $25.7 million to $18.4 million. This is a decrease of $7.3 million, or 
28 percent. The reduction under Public Law 815 is estimated to be from 
$14.9 to $9.9 million. This is a reduction of $5 million, or 33 percent of entitle 
ment under the present law. These estimates do not include losses that will 
result from the proposed redefinition of Federal property which will be sub- 
stantial in many districts. 

The proposals are inconsistent with the policy and philosophy embodied by 
Congress in the present law. They are unrealistic if the intent of Congress- 
is to meet the Federal obligation to provide support for school expenses in 
districts burdened by enrollment connected with Federal property. While 
the present law is inadequate in some respects, it is based upon sound principles 
and good policy. It is our belief that it should not be changed in the manner 
proposed. We hope that you will lend your assistance to defeat the proposals 
contained in H.R. 7140. 

We shall be happy to provide additional information or answer questions you 
may have on this matter and offer our assistance at any time you may re 
quest our help. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roy E. Srmpson. 
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STATEMENT ON H.R. 7140 (Proposat To AMEND PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874) 


California State Department of Education, Division of Public School 
Administration, Sacramento, Calif. 


This statement presents the views of the California State Department of 
Education and the schoo! districts of California that are applicants for Fed- 
eral financial assistance under the provisions of Public Laws 874 and 815 in 
opposition to the proposal of Mr. Arthur S. Flemming, Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, to amend Public Laws 874 and 815, introduced into 
Congress by Mr. Kearns as H.R. 7140. 

The proposals made by Mr. Flemming are unrealistic and fail to recognize 
the continuing and growing burden placed upon school districts in California 
through ownership of property by and activities of the Federal Government. 
They depart sharply from the sound principles conceived by Congress and 
written into the original enactment of Public Laws 874 and 815. If adopted 
by Congress, the proposal would result in the serious impairment of the educa- 
tional program in many California school districts. 

The available data indicate that there is an increasing, rather than a de- 
creasing, of Federal obligation to support education in California. Acquisition 
of Federal property is increasing and pupils connected with such property are 
increasing at a greater rate than increases in total pupil enrollment. 


THE EXTENT OF FEDERAL PROPERTY IN CALIFORNIA 


The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, re- 
ports that eligible Federal properties claimed by California school districts 
number 604 and constitute 15,914,259 acres. These properties are located in 46 
of the State®’s 58 counties and do not constitute the total Federal holdings in 
the State. Authoritative surveys indicate that approximately 48 percent of the 
area of California is Owned by the Federal Government. The Department of 
Defense alone has acquired more than 514 million acres of property in Cali- 
fornia. The large extent to which the Federal Government has acquired prop- 
erty in California upon which persons live or are employed is certainly an 
indication of the extent of the obligation which Congress has recognized under 
the provisions of Public Laws 874 and 815. 


PUPILS IN CALIFORNIA IN ATTENDANCE BECAUSE OF FEDERAL OWNERSHIP AND 
FEDERAL ACTIVITY 


In 1957-58 17% percent of all pupils in the Nation eligible for payments under 
Public Law 874 attended school in California, and about 17 percent of the total 
payments under the act were made to California school districts. Table 1 shows 
the average daily attendance of federally connected pupils and net entitlements 
under section 3 of Public Law &74 for the State of California and national totals 
for the fiscal years 1950-51 through 1957-58. 


TABLE 1.—Average daily attendance of federally connected pupils and net entitle- 
ments under sec. 3, for the State of California compared with the national total 
for the fiscal years 1950-51 through 1957-58 
































Average daily attendance Net entitlements 
Fiscal year >) ee a NR ooo AE cor? 
National California Percent National California Percent 
' 
RRR Ses Sera” 479, 77§ 102, 049 21.27 | $23, 847, 955. 46 |$6, 134, 021. 20 25. 72 
a, SERRE ERTS 667, 589 136, 146 20. 39 39, 133, 259. 10 | 8, 996, 466.75 22. 99 
eee 788, 070 143, 076 18. 16 49, 077, 143. 56 |10, 228, 750. 61 20. 84 
BE ciieth. din ptaiteianinnite 866, 210 156, 337 18.05 | 63, 955,693. 47 |12, 694, 708. 20 19. 85 
ag ica ga aa 878, 799 157, 286 17. 90 67, 012, 059. 00 |13, 473, 240. 00 20. 11 
ES 2G inn denn mokce 943, 979 164, 432 17. 42 76, 740, 599. 00 |14, 669, 811. 00 19. 12 
SS ee 1, 170, 946 203, 863 | 17. 41 | 105, 895, 195. 00 (18, 289, 853. 00 17. 27 
EE 1, 211, 204 211, 337 17.45 | 116, 834, 241.00 '20, 158, 819. 00 17. 25 











The extent of the burden borne by California school districts because of Fed- 
eral ownership and Federal activity is growing rather than diminishing. The 
increase in federally connected pupils is greater than the increase in total pupils. 
Table 2 shows that the increase in the average daily attendance of federally 
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connected pupils from 1950-51 through 1957-58 was 107.1 percent while the in- 
crease in total average daily attendance was only 67.3 percent. It is likely that 
in the first year of the program all the federally connected pupils were not identi- 
fied, but the data show that between 1952-53 and 1957-58 the average daily 
attendance of federally connected pupils increased 47.7 percent and the total 
average daily attendance increased 43.8 percent. 


TABLE 2.—Growth of average daily attendance of federally connected pupils and 
total statewide average daily attendance, 1950-51 through 1957-58 

















| Federally connected pupils Percent in- 
crease, total 
Fiscal year } average daily 
Average daily Increase Percent attendance 
| attendance increase 
—— — ov —_ 
1950-1 nike em <7 dee ree ee OERReeE nore MNES ee) 8 
 S aeSeS eas 2 | 136, 146 34, 097 33.4 8. 49 
SS ae ensedeiedtbbinessandeh 143, 076 6, 930 5.1 7. 25 
1953-54_ _ . ekidenns oudaten eee asin saute | 156, 337 13, 261 9.3 7.16 
ES a ee = See 157, 286 949 6.1 7. 50 
ae > as ee aie 164, 432 7, 146 4.5 7. 52 
1956-57 _ - soda Sie se khae tig es SS aha oupeneeee 203, 863 39, 431 24.0 7. 93 
Dia cwdinnaivtidicn iusnvetueedebweetaed ainbebell 211, 337 7,474 3.7 7. 56 
| a a en ae | aaines oeumaneinin 109, 288 107.1 7. 30 











Nore.—Percent increase 1952-53 through 1957-58: (a) Federally connected pupils, 47.7 percent; (6) total 
average daily attendance, 43.8 percent. 

The pupils in California connected to federally owned property and eligible 
under section 3 of Public Law 874 are found in 444 of California’s 1,761 school 
districts. These 444 school districts are located in 39 of the State’s 58 counties. 
The average daily attendance of the federally connected pupils total 219,425 
and may be identified in the following way: 


1. Pupils residing on Federal property with parent employed on 


ET I did 6 ie ics erts Bc he aber ten ap tel ees 21, 334 

2. Pupils residing on Federal property with parent not employed on 
rs | Ns ais presi hs as eda nd om gee cee kee ie 3, 175 

3. Pupils not residing on Federal property with parent employed on 
Wemeral CRON .. disk. ost —benndentactesancadds minds ueeceee 194, 196 
Jy) ee ee ey a Ce, ee ee =| 219, 245 


The extent to which pupils in California are dependent upon the continuance 
of Federal support is demonstrated by the fact that 51 percent of the total 
average daily attendance of all California school districts attend schools that now 
receive support under the provisions of Public Law 874. In the applicant school 
districts in California eligible for payments under Public Law 874 there was a 
total in 1957-58 of 1,507,155 units of average daily attendance which equaled 
51 percent of the total average daily attendance of that year of 2,958,156. Ap- 
pendix table A provides the data summarized in this paragraph. 

In the appendix to this statement further evidence is presented relative to the 
dependence of California school districts upon the assistance under Public Law 
874 that has been provided by Congress. Appendix table B shows the California 
school districts which received in excess of $100,000 under the provisions of Pub- 
lie Law 874 in 1957-58. That amount of assistance is significant regardless of 
the size of wealth of the district. 

Appendix table C shows the percent that Federal assistance under Public Law 
874 is of the total current expense in selected school districts in California in 
1957-58. It should be noted that these percentages range from 43.87 percent in 
the relatively small district of Crystal Union in Solano County downward to 
about 2 percent in the relatively large urban district of Oakland. 


EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSALS IN H.R. 7140 ON CALIFORNIA SCHOOL DISTRICTS 


The proposals of Mr. Flemming are embodied in H.R. 7140, introduced into 





the House of Representatives by Mr. Kearns. 


has been introduced into the Senate by Senator Goldwater. 


troduced about the middle of May. 


A bill with the same provisions 
These bills were in- 
Time has not afforded a full evaluation of 
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their effects upon California school districts. The total impact of the proposal 
is not known. It is certain that reductions in support for education will be 
applicable to every eligible school district in the State. These reductions will 
average statewide about 30 percent of the entitlements under present law. They 
will be as high as 50 percent in the majority of school districts in California, ex- 
cluding the reductions that will result from the redefinition of “Federal property.” 

Table 4 shows the effect of the proposal upon school districts in the San Fran- 
cisco area. 


TABLE 4.—Effect of proposed amendments to Public Law 874 on school districts in 
the San Francisco area, 1959-60 




















School district Present Proposed Reduction Percent 

entitlement | entitlement reduction 
| | ‘eee 5 sani i Sig 
San Francisco Unified ___. ini akecwetcaean eee $869,499 | $179, 701 | 17.1 
South San Francisco Unified - epee 68, 748 45, 351 | 23, 397 | 34.0 
Berkeley Unified ___-- : a 203, 357 124, 096 | 79, 261 39.0 
Oakland Unified___.____. ay 748, 087 466, 701 | 281, 386 37.6 
Alameda Unified_. } 465, 567 355, 179 | 110, 388 23.7 
Albany Unified Rs EE SN 23, 397 12, 162 | 11, 235 48.0 
Jefferson Union High _-._.._____- siniadamaeice 44, 482 22, 416 | 22, 066 | 49.6 
San Rafael City High... axe 61, 119 | 50, 611 | 10, 508 | 17.2 
San Mateo Union High. = 60, 593 | 31, 523 | 29, 070 48.0 
Sen Mateo City...............-.. sapped 54, 385 | 27, 192 | 27, 193 50. 0 
Jefferson - ___----- : 41, 903 | 21, 219 20, 684 49.4 
Sausalito cee, aed 32, 452 | 27, 281 | 5,171 15.9 
San Bruno Park___-__------- rs 26, 390 | 13, 908 12, 482 | 47.3 
Walnut Creek SN PRR SEE foreepeel 22, 556 11, 278 | 11, 278 | 50.0 
Mill Valley. __. see ere oo aoe 24, 072 13, 908 10, 164 42.2 

2 LOLOL EET 2,926, 258 | 2, 092, 324 


833, 934 | 28.5 





Table 5 shows the effect of the proposals on 30 California school districts 
selected at random. The data do not reflect the losses in Federal support due 
to the proposed change in definition of Federal property. The table shows (1) 
the total average daily attendance of the district, (2) the estimated entitlement 
under the present law and under the proposed law, (3) the amount and percent 
of loss of Federal funds, and (4) the tax rate required to offset loss from local 
taxes. 

The proposals of Mr. Flemming are based upon the fact that payments are 
made under Public Laws 874 and 815 on account of pupils who are connected 
with Federal property that is located outside the district. He has stated: 

“T ean find no justification whatsoever for reimbursing all districts at the 
same level, irrespective of where Federal property is located. The payment-in- 
lieu-of-tax principle simply cannot be applied equally—and at the same time, 
equitably—to all situations. 

“No matter who owns it, property located outside a school district cannot be 
taxed by that district.” 

This concept is entirely foreign to the basic philosophy embodied in the two 
statutes. Section 1 of Public Law 874 itself states as a declaration of policy 
in part: 


TABLE 5.—Effect of H.R. 7140 on selected California school districts 























| 
Estimated entitle- Loss in Federal | Tax rate 
Total ment (1958-59) funds required 
County and district average | to offset 
daily at- | | loss from 
tendance | Present Proposed| ary Percent /local taxes 
{ law law | | 
| 
3 _— —— | 
ameda: | 
Aare end City Unified.........------| 62,000 | $669, 500 | $427, 500 | $242, 090 | 36.15 | $0. 0406 
NOSE ATER TOE 13,594 | 159,962 | 84,396 75, 566 47, 24 | . 1505 
Costa: | | 
wags el City.....-.---------------- 16,252 | 107,279 | 62, 280 4,999} 41.95 . 0241 
Richmond Union High------.---.----- 8, 758 85, 474 48, 116 | 37, 358 43.71 | . 0161 
Kern: | * | 
Indian Wells Valley Union-----.--.-- 1,002 | 37, 567 > a | 18, 870 50. 23 | . 3741 
we Calel.........-2-.-..-~-25-- 921 | 35,625 | 23,304/| 12,321 34. 59 | . 1275 
Muroc Unified....-..----------- ssh 2, 117 260,282 | 250, 495 9, 787 | 3.76 | "812 
South Kern County Union__--------- 688! 34,104! 17,312) 16,792! 49.24! | 2938 





cat A bed bd 








4 


posal 
ill be 
$ will 
They 
a, @X- 
rty.” 
fran- 


cts in 


ent 
tion 


ricts 
due 
(1) 
nent 
cent 
local 


are 
ected 
:: 

the 
t-in- 
ime, 


t be 


two 
icy 





rate 
lired 
ffset 
from 
taxes 


. 0406 
. 1505 


, 0241 
. 0161 


ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 213 


TABLE 5.—Effect of H.R. 7140 on selected California school districts—Continued 








! 
Estimated entitle- | Loss in Federai Tax rate 
Total ment (1958-59) funds | required 


average | to offse. 





County and district 























daily at- | loss from 
tendance | Present Proposed | Amount | Percent. local taxes 
| law law } 
} Sw ee 
| | | 
Los Angeles: 
Antelope Valley Joint Union High _-_-| 3,956 | $258,942 | $166,792 | $99,150 | 35.59 | $0. 0583 
[PE . Conwcdidscdadswbadcaadk ences | 5, 633 282, 358 141,179 | 141,179 | 50. 00 | . 2541 
Cer eRee ts | 3,482 | 162,218] 93,356 | 68,862| 57.55 | 1492 
‘i. es ee sl 251, 576 114, 411 137, 165 45, 48 | 0757 
RE Tong ends nin iccinnicenec 1, 280 134, 427 130, 591 | 3, 836 2. 85 | . 0894 
Merced: Atwater Union.................. 2, 435 173, 120 155,810 | 17,310 10. 00 . 1618 
Orange: Garden Grove. --..-.---.-- wie ke | 138,280 | 142,343 71,744 | 70,599 49. 60 | . 1074 
Riverside: 
TE Ee ae eee es 1, 800 161, 781 149,214 | 12, 567 yj . 1306 
ON AE ere ee | 13,250 | 239, 511 120, 266 | 119, 245 49. 7§ . 0908 
Riverside City High................-- 6, 509 181, 752 137,788 | 43, 964 24.19 | . 0221 
Sacramento: 
Arcade _ _ -- a eee | 6, 232 | 129,926 91,953 | 37,973 29. 23 . 1201 
Arden-Carmichael Union..-.--.-..-.-| 10,270 | 203,676 | 101,838 | 101, 838 50. 00 . 2042 
OES | ae 5,708 | 288,244 | 229,434 | 59,010 20. 50 . 3399 
Sacramento City Unified...............-.| 33,584 | 387,070 197,718 | 189, 352 48.92 | . 0679 
San Bernardino: 
Barstow Union. _. SRSA ot Poe 3,456 | 144,208 | 118,119 | 26, 089 18.09 | . 1373 
San Bernardino City High__.._.._.._-| 7,669 | 224,412 | 170,154 | 54, 258 24.18 | . 0310 
San Diego: } | 
Oceanside-Libby Union---_._..------ 4,264 299, 596 228,276 | 71,320 23. 81 . 2569 
San Diego Unified - --------------| 91,934 |2, 571, 663 |2, 182,525 | 389, 138 15.13 . 0542 
Sweetwater Union High | §,678 | 223,752 | 135,251 | 88, 501 39. 55 | . 0757 
San Francisco: San Francisco City Unified 87,206 | 888,221 | 731,483 | 156, 738 17. 65 | 0115 
San Joaquin: Stockton City Unified _-_-- 29,744 | 183,828 | 119,001 64, 827 35. 27 | . 0383 
Solano: Vallejo City Unified -....-..-.- ~«f 15,601 | 700, 943 | 564, 781 | 136, 162 19. 43 | . 2255 
} | | 





NortEe.—Data tabulated and computed from questionnaire submitted by certain districts. 


“SEcTION 1. In recognition of the responsibility of the United States for the 
impact which certain Federal activities have on the local educational agencies 
in the areas in which such activities are carried on, the Congress hereby declares 
it to be the policy of the United States to provide financial assistance * * * 
for those local educational agencies upon which the United States has placed 
financial burdens by reason of the fact that— 

* » * * Aa * = 
(2) such agencies provide education for children residing on Federal 
property ; or 
“(3) such agencies provide education for children whose parents are 
employed on Federal property ; or” 
& * * m * & * 

The committee report accompanying H.R. 7940 (Public Law 874), S8ist Con- 
gress, 2d session, Report No. 2287, states clearly the policy and philosophy of the 
statute in the following: 

“Section 3 of the bill seeks to compensate school districts in reasonable amounts 
for the cost of educating children who, because they reside on tax-exempt Fed- 
eral property or because their parents are employed on such property, do not in 
effect pay their own way. The underlying philosophy of this section is that 
the Federal Government, as a property owner, should pay to each local educa- 
tional agency which furnishes education to children residing on or whose parents 
are employed on Federal property an amount per child roughly equivalent to the 
amount per child which other property owners in comparable communities pay 
toward the cost of educating children. Under this principle, Federal payments 
to school districts are more closely related to the burden imposed than to the 
value of the Federal property. The committee believes that this approach will 
be more equitable both to the Federal Government and to the local school districts 
involved.” 

The fact that Federal property may or may not be located in a school district 
is not pertinent. The burden to the school district is the enrollment in the 
schools of the district of pupils drawn to the district by the Federal property. 
The location of Federal property in a school district is pertinent only if the 
owner of such property pays taxes. This is not the case. Payments under 
Public Laws 874 and 815 are not payments in lieu of taxes. They are payments 
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in support of necessary expenses of education and are related to the burden 
imposed upon school districts by the presence of federally connected pupils 
rather than to any valuation placed upon the Federal property. 

California school districts would receive far more adequate support if the 
Federal Government were to assume a true position as a local taxpayer and pay 
taxes on the actual valuation of Federal property. In such a roll the obligation 
of the Federal Government would be multiplied many times. If such is the desire 
of the Federal Government, laws should be enacted placing it in the role of a 
real taxpayer. However, to say that support for the education of federally 
connected pupils should be reduced below the present inadequate level because 
the Federal property is not located in the district is meaningless unless the 
owner pays taxes on that property and no reference to the in-lieu taxpayment- 
principle can give it meaning. 


REDEFINITION OF FEDERAL PROPERTY 


Mr. Flemming has proposed that Federal property be redefined for the pur- 
poses of the two statutes, excluding as Federal property that from which a State 
or local agency may derive tax revenues on substantially its full value by a tax 
imposed on the property or with respect to the use of or interest in the property. 
This proposal is based, according to Mr. Flemming, on the fact that the U.S. 
Supreme Court has ruled the Federal properties which have been leased to 
private firms or individuals can be taxed by State and local governments for the 
full valuation of the properties just as though they were privately owned. The 
statewide effect of this proposal cannot be computed with data now available. 
Its effects will be substantial and reductions in support will fall largely upon 
districts where the Federal obligation is greatest. 

The proposal is further confusing because of its language. How are “tax 
revenues on substantially its full value” determined? Are they not dependent 
upon taxing any assessed valuation placed upon the property, its use, or lease- 
hold interest in it? The proposal would seem to exclude as Federal property 
under the statutes any upon which any kind of tax may be levied. 

Under law, taxes received by a local agency derived from use of, or interest in, 
Federal property are deducted from the payments made to that local agency. 
There are no duplicate payments made except in the rare cases where a pupil 
connected with a property so taxed may attend school in another district, and 
this duplication exists only when the entitlement of the local agency is exceeded 
by the taxes derived. The present provision is equitable and fair to both the 
local agency and the Federal Government and should be continued. To adopt 
the proposal will seriously harm the educational program in many federally 
burdened California districts. 

Although the Supreme Court decision has permitted the taxing of leased 
Federal property at full valuation “just as though they were privately owned,” 
California and other States cannot by law so tax, and there is not time prior 
to the 1959-60 year to consider and pass such legislation. The proposal is in- 
considerate of such conditions and if adopted will result in the withdrawal of 
Federal support with no possibility of recovery from any source of the funds 
withdrawn. 
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APPENDIX TABLE A.—Summary by counties of AD.A. reported by 444 applicants 
under Public Law 874 in col. 6 of table 3, p. 3, of the final report form RSF-3 
* 


(1957-58) 





County } 


Alameda...-..- 
Contra Costa 
LSS ee ep a ae ee a 
Humboldt-__- 
Imperial 

Inyo 
Kern phin'é 
Kings... . 
Lake 
Lassen nig wed dee Rbwtaadatadetcvenss 
Los Angeles..-.-.-.- 
Marin 

te Soh ast coukesinphabaiops cok 
Merced__- | 


0 SR i eS 
Napa 
Orange 
0 ee eee eee 
Riverside : = 
Sacramento boil 
San Bernardino-_- 
San Diego 

San Francisco ‘ 
San Joaquin. -_......- 
San Luis Obispo 


an Mateo-_-- ee eee 
oe Bg a a 

Santa Clara-__-- 
Shasta _- 
Solano a eas OE 
I  ihiinit Abra atne arenlapoin 
TE i dntcbwbcddiakeuls 
rulare_- 
po Ee ae eee — 
WE = nc.cttcetednamhnecacinaedeanant 
Yolo_... hitbihdennGatiinigiviases 
pg ee eee ee ee Se cai atid 


Total 


| | | Pupils 
Pupils Pupils | whose 
| residing | residing | 


ber of erty— | erty— 


cants jemployed) notem- | erty 
{ on \ployed on! not re- 
Federal 
| property | property | Federal 


(line 1) (line 2) | property 
(line 3) | 
25 | 826 |_.__- .-| 19,936 | 
18 202 434 5, 692 | 
1 10 <a> Ss 
3 253 140 111 
4 311 S4 323 
$ 82 97 30 
6 3, 989 37 1, 248 
1 as 3! 
3 34 14 
3 0) a= 260 
__ Af ae ‘ 1, 407 32, 382 
12 660 1 2,710 
5 92 76 132 
6 178 2, 212 
1 15 7 
1 15 
13 1, 840 22 5, 299 
10 |... 2, 308 
31 | 559 10, 241 
ee ene nee 1, 000 
23 | 720 428 5, 098 
29 | 803 l 17, 478 
32 1,512 30 11,918 
41 4, 761 313 41, 400 
l 1, 224 200 6, 206 | 
8 36 |... 2, 703 | 
10 7 564 
12 137 3, 648 
s 126 82 1,077 
11 187. 1... 3, 334 | 
1 | 31 108 
13 | 1, 702 254 9, 288 
15 75 16 857 
3 | 133 12 270 
2 34 : 31 
) ae ‘ 9 2 
24 | 354 |--. 5, 659 
3 |------ 419 
3 | ex 140 
444 | 21, 334 3,715 


parents | 
on Fed- | on Fed- | areem- | 
| Num- eral prop-| eral prop-| ployed 


Federal | siding on | 


| 
| 
} 





| Total—all 
|pupils ! (ex- 
| clusive of 
| pupils for 


| on Fed- | section 3 | whom tui- 
appli- | parent | parent | eral prop- 


| tion is re- 
ceived) 
(line 8) 


| 


163, 145 


328 | 85, 360 
18 | 





174, 120 
,720 85, 765 
2, 739 } 36, 938 


. 785 | 51, 408 


512 
28 

34, 040 
5, 082 
2, 386 


194, 196 219, 245 | 1, 507, 155 





‘In addition a total of 730 average daily attendance was reported by 2 applicants, Valle Lindo, of Los 
Angeles, County,and De Luz, of San Diego County, under sec. 2 of the act. 


45135—59——_15 











216 ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


APPENDIX TABLE B.—California school districts which received in excess of 
$100,000 from Public Law 874 in 1957-58 


County and school district 
Alameda: 


Amount 


Alameda County Unified_ $332, 507 


Berkeley County Unified_ 

TAWONO... oe 

Oakland City Unified___-_ 

Sen IO 
Contra Costa: 


Richmond City__.----~-- 
Kern: 

China Lake Joint-_----- 

Kern Joint Union High_- 

Muroc Unified__..-- 
Los Angeles: 

Antelope Valley Joint 

Union Hist. ........... 

[Se 

Long Beach Unified. _~- 

| ee 

Torrance Unified__..___- 
Marin: San Jose___........- 
Merced: Atwater Union___-_ 
Monterey: 

Monterey City...-.-.... 

Monterey Union High_-_- 
Orange: 

Garden Grove__.._______ 

Santa Ana City__.- _--- 
Riverside : 


Riverside City._........ 
Riverside City High_____ 
Sacramento: 


Arden-Carmichael Union 


154, 967 
114, 508 
433, 027 
128, 165 


192, 633 
126, 384 


349, 460 
167, 735 
192, 826 


200, 468 
217, 472 
775, 822 
147, 186 
204, 223 
104, 649 
122, 993 


107, 477 
134, 064 


124, 365 
189, 004 
101, 166 


112, 164 
167, 842 


County and school district 
Sacramento—Continued 
Folsom Joint Unified___ 
Grant Union High_____~- 
North Sacramento___-- 
Rio Linda Union___---~- 
Sacramento City Unified_ 
San Juan Union High_-_ 
San Bernardino: 
Barstow Union_.-~- ~~. 
San Bernardino City_-- 
City 


San Diego: 
Cajon Valley Union___-_ 
Chula Vista City_....__. 
Coronado Unified_____- 
Fallbrook Union____~ ~~ 
Grossmont Union High_- 
La Mesa-Spring Valley__ 
| a eS 
Oceanside-Libby Union__--- 
San Diego Unified______ 
South Bay Union_-_-__ 
Sweetwater Union High 
San Francisco: San Fran- 
cisco City Unified__..____ 
San Joaquin: Stockton City 
I atc os acdc ncgccearss 
Solano: 
Crystal Union... --_ 
oo eee 
Vallejo City Unified____ 
Ventura: 


Amount 


$195, 025 
160, 131 
122, 266 
227, 827 
210, 808 
178, 601 


120, 973 
305, 455 


166, 581 


108, 205 
291, 031 
188, 068 
138, 090 
131, 484 
118, 467 
146, 867 
235, 467 
2, 267, 947 
148, 610 
199, 593 


427, 735 
154, 001 
1538, 325 


110, 063 
570, 346 
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APPENDIX TABLE C.—Comparison of assistance under Public Law 874 and total 
current expense in selected California school districts, 1957-58 




















Assistance Total Percent of 
under current expense 
County and school district Public Law| expense, from 
874, 1957-58 Federal 
1957-58 assistance 
Alameda: 
Alameda city unified... - - Ce ee aS ne ne ee $332, 507 | $4,019, 501 8. 27 
rr  .  sescdbaddesianaeenmeanses nail 433, 027 | 23, 628, 207 1.83 
Or ef RE ere rere a 126, 384 | 5, 232, 453 2. 42 
Kern: 
CR ARN ido. ceahienisnieabacnse mi nehnhennem nae 349, 460 876, 576 39. 87 
NE a 5s a cid oan aan ene e aMmiaeled 192, 826 765, 909 25. 18 
Southern Kern County union...............-..scccccccesccecee- 24, 729 222, 869 11.10 
LAST IEE cic acicidde dénkvcnsddcdaveccusspaccsunetebacudmmles 75, 352 189, 751 39.7 
Los Angeles: 
le SGT SATE PIPE A, TNs Re ht os ae 775, 822 | 27, 506, 560 2. 82 
ND Cdn nikvncncddudvcqneadeensaucdegse duseaubenwedne 204, 223 7, 083, 472 2. 88 
NE RS piss ikcaneen sbds eedessncesakinebwneeebengenudéin } 28, 041 450, 425 6. 23 
Monterey: Monterey city......---- a a ia aa eae ae | 435,926 | 2,681,346 16. 26 
pa tg PR SIRE Dae Wh Sp RES IER | 5, 779 90, 203 6.41 
EE NN oon co dduccééo coducanecunksantuccseambasbaeuwhe } 124, 365 440, 422 28. 24 
Sacramento: 
Folsom joint unified ............---- seca as iets eiehaeiieanan alin ah toad | 195, 025 917, 528 21. 26 
es so hoadeaabeneetnannabiond 227, 827 1, 367, 623 16. 66 
San Bernardino: Morongo-.-.--------- iidh xknhrniandeidieasinishtnentimamatid 74, 557 429, 837 17. 35 
San Diego: | 
I on cn ec pasiaibeehanneeawes GRAwekel 188, 068 1,055, 296 | 17. &2 
EE Se ERS 138, 090 627, 482 22. 01 
RN COIN ss Js Sanne dlesidn dd vasetdnceehoatbcateagen 61, 112 349, 910 17.47 
eT SNS sin cunnnqedecnecwinyunuesnenneoutinaqens 235, 467 1, 294, 291 18. 19 
a_i aa i Re erie ae ee eI Poet 2, 267,947 | 32, 052, 276 7. 08 
Solano: 
nO COR. ick dk eatin piurabedbawnenbed tudonmaberes 54, 875 442, 130 12. 41 
Crystal union ; 153, 325 349, 470 43. 87 
EE SE. «ict cinndonnddhanendnegngerdcusaieneeehaws me 570, 346 | 5, 401, 506 10. 56 
Ventura: 
IRA 2. Jo i dbae aetanntshedaweneumiommmbesulaskinans 133, 130 798, 477 16. 67 
TN i oa thin asd cas ees bi alanelhin eal 106, 831 1, 577, 355 | 6.77 








HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 17, 1959. 
Hon. GRAHAM A. BARDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Barpven: I am taking the liberty of bringing to your attention 
the enclosed letter received from the principal of the North Chicago Community 
High School, setting forth in detail the reasons why he is opposed to any change 
or cutback in Public Laws 874 and 815. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
MARGUERITE ST1TT CHURCH. 


NorTH CHICAGO COMMUNITY HIGH ScHOOL, 
North Chicago, Til., June 8, 1959. 
Hon. MARGUERITE STITT CHURCH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mrs. CuourcH: I have just received word that a change and cutback are 
contemplated in Public Laws 874 and 815. I think any change that would cut 
funds from schools in federally impacted areas would be most unfair. It is 
difficult to explain to you fully the expense over and above the normal expense 
that is involved in handling dependents of military personnel. With this in 
mind, I hope you will study this problem thoroughly. I would, of course, be 
willing to do all I can to inform any committee completely on this problem. 
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I would like to mention quickly some of the problems that come to my mind 
that should influence any decision in the revision of these laws. 

1. In dealing with dependents of military personnel, there exists a 
large turnover which necessitates the scnding, receiving, interpreting, 
and evaluating many transcripts. 

2. There is an imposition on teachers’ time to test, tutor, and prepare 
students transferring overseas for early exams from about the middle of 
April to the end of the year. These students may not arrive at the next 
duty station in time to complete their work, so we have them finish up 
earlier. These demands on teacher time are over and above that of teach- 
ers teaching in districts where there are no military dependents. 

3. Many attendance problems are caused. 

4. We have a tremendous amount of correspondence with students coming 
in and those who have left this school. 

5. There is the problem of the type of situations which develop close 
to military agencies which affect discipline in the high school. 

(a) Slum or near-slum areas develop. 

(b) Civil service employment attracts some undesirable people. 

(c) Boot camp turning out boys on their first leave have some effect 
on boys and girls of the community. 

6. We forget the large loss to districts in this area when Federal prop- 
erty comes off tax rolls. We would stand to benefit greatly if the assessed 
valuation of the Federal institutions would be placed on taxrolls and then 
tuition was waived. 

With all of the talk that is going on about Federal aid to education, it seems 
to me that the programs which have withstood the tests of time should be con- 
tinued. If they are going to take something out of one pocket and put it in 
another, then let’s examine it thoroughly. 

Thank you for all of your interest in our problems to date. 

Sincerely, 

LESTER J. HARMAN, Principal. 





U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
August 4, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BaILey, 
Chairman, Education Subcommittee, Committee on Education and Labor, House 
of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BaILey: Enclosed is a copy of a letter I have received from 
Mr. E. Allen Bateman, State superintendent of public instruction in Utah, which 
indicates the very serious effect the proposed changes in Public Laws 874 and 
$15 would have on the amount of Federal funds now being made available to 
qualified school districts in the State of Utah. 

I will appreciate it if this letter can be made a part of the record of the 
hearings and called to the attention of the members of your subcommittee. I 
strongly oppose the recommendations made by the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare in this respect. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely, 
FRANK E. Moss, U.S. Senator. 


THE STATE OF UTAH, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 
Salt Lake City, July 27, 1959. 
Hon. Frank E. Moss, 
U.S. Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Moss: I understand that the House Education Subcommittee 
will resume hearings on the Health, Education, and Welfare Secretary’s pro- 
posals for changes in Public Laws 874 and 815 on Tuesday, July 28. 

The proposed new legislation under H.R. 7140, if enacted, would reduce the 
amount of Federal funds now being made available to qualified school districts of 
the State of Utah. In Utah there are 40 school districts, of which 10 received 
Federal funds under Public Law 874 for the 1958-59 school year. 

If the proposed amendments had been in effect during the 1958-59 school year 
for revenues under Public Law 874, there would have been an estimated loss of 
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$380,000 to the 10 school districts. The school districts involved and their esti- 
mated losses are as follows: 


Log a ee a eee kee ae eee ee $5, 700 
Se ee ee Be a a. 23, 500 
LO) SE Sears 2G gaggia sls ES | ee ne 
LS ee ee ees eee Be rN es ois ni cs: oman 122, 400 
CL SO eee fee eee cere ae me OO a no oats 4, 200 


The above figures are based on estimated data for the 1958-59 school year and 
will vary somewhat from the actual data when finally tabulated after August 15. 

On Public Law 815, it is estimated that Davis School District will be the dis- 
trict mostly affected in Utah. They estimated a loss of $68,600 if the proposed 
amendments are made in Public Law 815. 

I wish to point out that the statement of Secretary Flemming before the House 
Education and Labor Committee on Tuesday, June 9, 1959, a copy of which was 
received in our office from the U.S. Office of Education, is in error with respect to 
data applying to the State of Utah. Secretary Flemming made the statement 
that the existing laws were based on the idea that approximately 50 percent of 
the assessed value of property upon which local school taxes are levied would 
come from commercial or industrial property and approximately 50 percent from 
residential property. He presented data from the report on property tax assess- 
ments published in December 1957 by the Bureau of the Census indicating that 
for the country as a whole commercial and industrial property accounts were 
only 27.7 percent of the locally assessed real estate base. 

Although this statement may technically be true as given, it is applied in the 
wrong way to give the idea that the assessed value of property on which school 
taxes are based has only about one-fourth to one-third commercial and industrial 
assessment. In the State of Utah, much of our commercial and industrial prop- 
erty is assessed by the State Tax Commission and is-not locally assessed. How- 
ever, this property becomes a part of the assessed valuation against which the 
local school district tax rate is levied. In our State the commercial and indus- 
trial property is fully 50 percent of the total assessed valuation upon which the 
local school tax is levied. I believe you have received information from our 
State Tax Commission on this matter. 

We need your assistance in maintaining present legislation under Publie Law 
874 and 815. A statement from you in behalf of the school districts in Utah 
which are now receiving Federal aid would be most helpful. 

Sincerely yours, 
}. ALLEN BATEMAN, State Superintendent of Public Instruction. 


BEAVERCREEK PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Xenia, Ohio, August 3, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. BatLey: We have appreciated the help we have had from your 
committee in the past for federally affected school districts. We understand 
that a subcommittee is at present holding hearings on a proposal to reduce the 
Federal support factor to those districts with Federal employees working on 
but living off Federal installations. 

Speaking for the school districts in the Third, Fourth, and Seventh Congres- 
sional Districts in Ohio, we find the shifting of personnel in and out of Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base makes it necessary for us to have some other resource 
than local and State taxes to meet the sudden enrollment situations that occur 
frequently. 

We have only a small part of the base in our district but 1,200 of our students 
(26.2 percent) are children of WPAFB employees. The increase this past year 
was over 100 students. 

Since we are primarily a residential district with less than 1 million indus- 
trial tax duplicate, we are very sensitive to changes in Federal support under 
Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. 

We trust that when you vote on this in subcommittee, whole committee, or 
on the floor, you will support the existing program. 

Sincerely, 
VAUGHN LEWIS, 
Superintendent, Beavercreek Schools. 
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WICHITA FEDERATION OF TEACHERS, 
WIcHITA PuBLIc SCHOOLS, 
Wichita, Kans., August 2, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
U.S. Representative, 
Washington, D.C. 


Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY AND REPRESENTATIVES: Education is the first and 
only solution to the U.S. national defense program, H.R. 7140 bill will be a 
bomb that will kill American school budgets if you let it pass, reducing Federal 
aid to impacted areas. 

Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 will carry the same stigma for the loss 
of Federal revenue. Why not consider these bills as history printed in the 
minds of the American youth with education by training for the “know-how” 
and “can do’? This is the kind of defense America wants and needs. 

Thank you so much for your consideration. I am, 

Sincerely and fraternally, 


Don GoovEN, President. 
Mr. Battery. The subcommittee will resume its hearings on Wednes- 
day next. 
The committee will stand in recess. 
(Thereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a.m., Wednesday, August 12, 1959.) 
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PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 8IST CONGRESS (ADMINIS- 
TRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR MODIFYING EXISTING 
LEGISLATION) 


WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 12, 1959 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL EDUCATION OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON Epucation AND Lapor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in the caucus 
room, Old House Office Building, the Honorable Cleveland M. Bailey 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Battery. The subcommittee will be in order. 

The committee, which has been in recess since our hearings of last 
week, is reassembled this morning for the purpose of continuing to 
take testimony to ascertain if there is any sentiment among the Mem- 
bers of Congress and among the impacted school districts for the fur- 
ther consideration of the proposal made by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare that Public Laws 815 and 874 be drastically 
changed. 

Some 10 years ago, when I sponsored Public Laws 815 and 874, only 
one district in the State of West Virginia was drawing payments under 
this program. There have been some changes in our State, until now 
we have as many as four school districts which can qualify under the 
construction and maintenance and operation programs. Since most 
of them are in the district of my colleague, Mr. Staggers, and he is here, 
[ shall ask him to take 2 or 3 minutes to let us know how the folks back 
in West Virginia feel about this program. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLEY 0. STAGGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Mr. Sraccers. Mr. Chairman, my name is Congressman Harley O. 
Staggers, representing the Second Congressional District of West 
Virginia. 

Mr. Chairman, I appear in opposition to any proposal to reduce the 
appropriations for Federal assistance to schools under Public Laws 
815 and 874, as amended. 

I ask permission to insert a statement and telegram in the record. 
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(The statement and telegram referred to follow :) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 11, 1959. 


MEMORANDUM 


To: Hon. Cleveland M. Bailey, Chairman, Subcommittee on General Education, 
House Education and Labor Committee. 

From: Representative Harley O. Staggers, Second District, West Virginia. 

Subject: Opposition to any proposal to reduce the appropriation for Federal 
assistance to schools under Public Law 815 and 874, as amended. 

Four counties in my congressional district of West Virginia are now receiv 
ing Federal assistance for current expenditures in federally affected areas under 
Public Laws 815 and 874, as amended. This assistance means so much to the 
boards of education of Berkeley, Jefferson, Monongalia, and Morgan Counties. 

The school officials have contacted me, urging the continuation of this aid. I, 
too, am indeed aware of its importance to the school systems of our State. 

Attached is telegram received from T. A. Lowery, superintndent of schools 
for Jefferson County, Charles Town, W. Va., which I desire made a part of the 
record. 

Most of our State of West Virginia is now considered a depressed area, with 
particular stress placed on Monogalia County which includes the city of Morgan- 
town. A cut now in aid under Public Law 874, as amended, would certainly 
“add insult to injury.” 

With the construction of a Federal project at Sugar Grove, W. Va., the Pendle- 
ton County Board of Education has made application for assistance under the 
law. This aid is desperately needed in that area to help make the necessary 
changes and additions in school facilities. 

I respectfully request that every effort be made by the committee to reject 
any proposed cut in the necessary appropriation for carrying out the provisions 
of Public Laws 815 and 874, as amended. 


CHARLES Town, W. Va., August 7, 1959. 
HARLEY O. STAGGERS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 

Seek to have Federal aid under Public Law 874 held where it is and not re- 
duced. Please get this in hands of subcommittee on August 11 and 12. 

T. A. Lowery, 
Superintendent, Jefferson County Schools. 

Mr. Sraccers. The reason I am appearing is that we have in my dis- 
trict four of these impacted areas. One of them is located in a dis- 
tressed labor area, and to cut off funds at this time would just be 
adding insult to injury, because they are having a hard time now get- 
ting along in their school system. That is in Morgantown, W. Va. 

Three other counties which would be affected are Jefferson County, 
Morgan County, and Pendleton County. Although Pendleton has 
not received aid as of yesterday, it has applied for aid under this 
public law because there is being constructed there one large research 
laboratory, which is being constructed in the interest of our safety and 
in defense of the Nation. 

Consequently, all of the school people, the boards of education, and 
school superintendents, are very anxiously concerned about what the 
committee does. They certainly are against any proposal to cut or 
reduce the appropriations for carrying out the provisions of Public 
Laws 815 and 874, as amended. 

I urge the committee to reject any such proposals. 

Mr. Barry. Thank you, Mr. Staggers. We are glad to know that 
people over in West Virginia are interested in this program, and I 
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am sure we will give due consideration to your request that the pro- 
gram be not molested. Again I thank you. 

Mr. Sraccers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battery. We have at present, from our list of prospective wit- 
nesses, the Honorable E. Y. Berry of North Dakota. Is he here? 
( No response. ) 

The Honorable Daniel B. Brewster. Come forward, Mr. Brewster, 
and further identify yourself and proceed with the presentation of 
your testimony. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL B. BREWSTER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Brewsrer. Mr. Chairman, I am Daniel Brewster, a Member 
of Congress from the Second District of Maryland. 

I should like to thank you, sir, for the opportunity to appear be- 
fore this subcommittee. 1 appear here to oppose H.R. 7140, which is 
designed to curtail payments to school districts which receive financial 
assistance under the provisions of Federal Laws 815 and 874. 

The passage of this bill would seriously affect the public educa- 
tion system in two of the counties in my district, namely, Baltimore 
and Harford Counties. 

I would like to address this statement particularly and specifically 
to Harford County to give the committee an example of what it 
would mean. 

The passage of this bill would cost Harford County approximately 
380,000 at a time when we are trying to improve our schools and 
raise additional funds to meet the matching provisions of the Na- 
tional Defense Education Act. 

Public Laws 815 and 874 were originally designed to assist school 
districts where Federal installations had caused a strain on school facil- 
ities and where local resources were not available for meeting this 
strain. 

In proportion to its size and population, Harford County probably 
has one of the greatest Federal impact areas. The Aberdeen Proving 
Grounds and the Army Chemical Center lie wholly within the boun- 
daries of Harford County, contain 39,726 acres, and comprise 13.82 
percent of its total land area. At the close of school this past June, 
5,644 children, or 38 percent of the total enrollment of 14,000, were 
what is termed federally connected. This means that they either live 
on Federal property or that their parents work on Federal property. 

We can only have a sound economic base for local government when 
we can collect taxes for both where a person lives and where he works: 
In this particular case it is impossible to tax the Federal installations 
where our citizens work, and Public Laws 815 and 874 were designed 
to correct this inequity. H.R. 7140 would destroy this balance. 

Secretary Flemming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 

fare, testified before the subcommittee in support of this legislation. 
In his testimony the Secretary justified his position on a payment-in- 
lieu-of-taxes basis. The philosophy behind this legislation has always 
been one of impact and the best possible method of alleviating the 
impact, and not one of payments in lieu of taxes. 

Harford County would be very glad to play the Secretary’s game 
of payments in heu of taxes, since the combined evaluation of the 
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Aberdeen Proving Grounds and the Army Chemical Center has been 
certified by those authorities to be approximately $189 million. This 
would be more than double the entire taxable basis of the county, and 
of course would be very acceptable to the county as a basis on which 
to operate their schools. Many other school districts in other counties 
have similar needs. 

Public Laws 815 and 874 are fulfilling the function for which 
they were designed, and should not be tampered with at this time. 

Thirteen Maryland counties other than Harford, or a total of 14, 
receive assistance for operating their schools under these two laws. 
The passage of H.R. 7140 would directly affect the financing of 
schools in these 14 Maryland counties and would curtail the educa- 
tional program, in one degree or another, of 330,000 of the 550,000 
children enrolled in Maryland schools, 

I respectfully request that the committee consider these arguments 
and not report the bill favorably. 

I further respectfully request permission to file with the committee 
a letter addressed to me from Mr. Charles Willis, the superintendent 
of schools of Harford County, and also chairman of superintendents 
in defense areas. 

Mr. Baitry. Without objection, the additional data will be ac- 
cepted for admission in the printed record. 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


BoaRD OF EDUCATION OF HARFORD COUNTY, 
Bel Air, Md., August 10, 1959. 
Congressman DANIEL B. BREWSTER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BREWSTER: I would appreciate your support in opposing 
H.R. 7140, which is designed to curtail payments to school districts that receive 
financial assistance under the provisions of Federal Laws 815 and 874. The 
passage of this bill will cost Harford County approximately $80,000 at a time 
when we are trying to improve our schools and raise additional funds to meet the 
matching provisions of the National Defense Education Act. 

Public Laws 815 and 874 were originally designed to assist school districts 
where Federal installations had caused a strain on school facilities, and where 
local resources were not available for meeting this strain. In proportion to its 
size and population, Harford County has probably had the greatest Federal im- 
pact of any Maryland county. The Aberdeen Proving Grounds and the Army 
Chemical Center lie wholly within the boundaries of Harford County, contain 
39,726 acres, and comprise 13.82 percent of its total land area. At the close of 
school this past June, 5,644 children, or 38.5 percent of our total enrollment of 
14,648 were what is termed federally connected. This means that they either 
live on Federal property or that their parents work on Federal property. 

We can only have a sound economic base for local government when we can 
collect taxes for both where a person lives and where he works. In our case it 
is impossible to tax the Federal installations where our citizens work, and 
Public Laws 815 and 874 were designed to correct this inequity. H.R. 7140 
would destroy this balance. 

I was present on June 9, 1959, when Secretary Arthur S. Flemming, Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, testified before the subcommittee in support 
of this legislation. In one place in his testimony Secretary Flemming justified 
his position on a payment-in-lieu-of-taxes basis. The philosophy behind ‘this 
legislation has always been one of impact and the best possible methods of alle- 
viating the impact, and not one of payments in lieu of taxes. Harford County 
would be very glad to play the Secretary’s game of payments in lieu of taxes, 
since the combined evaluation of the Aberdeen Proving Grounds and the Army 
Chemical Center has been certified by those authorities to be approximately 
$189 million. This would more than double our taxable basis and give us a very 
acceptable basis from which to operate our schools and all other local govern- 
mental functions. Many other school districts in the county who have needs 
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proportionately as great as ours would, however, not fare so well. Public Laws 
S15 and 874 are fulfilling the function for which they were designed and should 
not be tampered with at this time. 

Thirteen Maryland counties other than Harford, a total of 14 receive assistance 
for operating their schools under Public Laws 815 and 874. ‘The passage of H.R. 
7140 would directly affect the financing of schools in these 14 Maryland counties 
and will curtail the educational programs of 330,000 of the 550,000 children 
enrolled in Maryland schools. 

I earnestly request your assistance in preventing the passage of H.R. 7140. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES W. WILLIS, 
Superintendent of Schools. 

Mr. Baitey. Let me say to my colleague from Maryland that I was 
glad to see him point out that the original objective of Public Laws 
515 and 874 was to require the Federal Government to assume respon- 
sibility for impact on certain school districts. At that time no 
thought was given that they were payments in lieu of taxation. That 
developed over the years. 

They talk about payments in lieu of taxation. I was told 10 years 
ago when I sponsored this legislation that the Government was fran- 
tically working on a program of legislation which would provide pay- 
ments in lieu of taxes, but they never got around to enacting that 
legislation. 

Thank you very much for your appearance, Mr. Brewster. The 
committee will be glad to know the situation which exists in the State 
of Maryland. 

Mr. Brewster. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Battey. At this time the Honorable Joel T. Broyhill is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. Broyhill, you may bring the members of your group who will 
make the presentation up to the committee table with you. 

Mr. Broyuity. Mr. Chairman, I have with me this mor ning the 
school superintendents and the county and city managers of all the 
communities in the northern Virginia area, the 10th “Congressional 
District. I would like to ask them to come up and jom me at the 
conference table. 

Mr. Battey. You may further identify yourselves and make your 
preliminary statement, and then call on the ‘gentlemen who are to pre- 
sent your situation—in Fairfax County, is it? 

Mr. Broyuiny. It is Arlington County and Fairfax County, the 
city of Falls Church, and the city of Alexandria. 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Joel T. Broyhill, Member of the House 
of Representatives from the 10th Congr essional District of Vi irginia, 
which includes all of the communities which I have just listed with 
the chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, since the suburban areas of Washington, D.C., have 
been used so often as an example of why Public Laws 874 and 815 
should be amended and/or extended, for that reason we natur ‘ally are 
very vitally concerned with the problem and want to be heard in every 
discussion of the subject. All of our people would like to be heard 
and present their views. However, in the interest of conserving the 
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committee’s time, we felt we could appear as a northern Virginia 
unit and present our statements collectively, and have two or three 
spokesmen for all of the communities as a whole. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not here this morning to discuss the merits 
of Public Laws 815 and 874, because we fully realize the committee is 
thoroughly familiar with the subject, and we are also cognizant of 
the fact that the chairman is the author of those two laws and is in 
sympathy with the principles of those laws. 

We are here, however, to discuss the merits of the proposed legis- 
lation, H.R. 7140, and the confusion which has developed as a result 
of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

We make particular reference to the statement, among many others, 
made by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Mr. Flem- 
ming, when he stated words to the effect that he could not for the 
life of him understand why Montgomery County over in Maryland 
should receive any assistance in the construction and operation of 
schools for his children when he worked on Federal property in the 
District of Columbia, yet he lives in Montgomery County. 

I think there is a misunderstanding and a confusion, as I said 
before, on the part of Mr. Flemming as to the principles and the 
intention of Public Laws 815 and 874. He fails to take into con- 
sideration that there are many people who live in the District of 
Columbia who work on tax-exempt Federal property in Montgomery. 

In Arlington County we have the Pentagon Building and many 
other Federal installations which are on tax-free property belonging 
to Arlington County or within the boundaries of Arlington C ounty, 
on which many people living outside of Arlington County work. 

Actually, when you are considering this problem of Federal obli- 
gation, federally owned property, federally exempt property, and 
some way of m: aking a payment in lieu of taxes, it is very difficult to 
use county and city boundaries as a technic ality. There will be over- 
lapping. There will be people living in one community working in 
another. There are many ways of computing or establishing wh: at is 
the Federal obligation and how they can make payments to these 
communities in lieu of taxes. 

Many of us feel that probably the assessment of property on some 
reasonable basis would be a fair and accurate means of determining 
the Federal obligation, but we realize that many communities would 
-not receive as much payment that way as they would by reimbursing 
the communities for the services which they provide for the F ederal 
Government or for the people who work on tax-exempt Federal 
property. 

Of course, in an area as large as this, the metropolitan area of 
Washington, which consists of 2 million people and which has the 
Federal Government as practically its exclusive industry, there is a 
lot of transition of boundary lines and overlapping. We feel possi- 
bly the fairest way of the Federal Government’s meeting its obligation 
to ‘the respective communities in which it operates and owns pr operty 
is to assist the communities in some way to provide the facilities 
which the communties must provde. 

For that reason we feel that Public Laws 815 and 874 have just 
about the fairest and most reasonable type of formula by which the 
Federal Government can meet its obligations to our communities. 
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We have a large, transient population, Mr. Chairman, in addition 
to the federally owned property which is tax exempt. Many people 
come into our community and do not live there long enough to be 
assessable for taxes. We have many people who are exempt from 
local personal property taxes, State income taxes, automobile license 
tax, by virtue of a Federal law such as the Soldiers and Sailors Civil 
Relief Act. We have no quarrel with military personnel being ex- 
empt from various local taxations, but we feel if the Federal Govern- 
ment thinks they should be exempt, it should not saddle the commu- 
nity with those responsibilities and obligations. 

I can even mention Members of Congress. We have approximately 
90 Members of Congress living over in northern Virginia. We are 
glad to have them. We are proud of the fact that we have them. 
There again is a group of people who do not live there long enough 
to be placed on our tax rolls as regular legal residents of our com- 
munity. 

We do not resent our communities in suburban Washington be- 
ing used as an example or igi referred to by Members of Congress 
and the committee. We are willing to be investigated and to be used 
as anexample. We are proud of our communities. 

We do feel that the Federal Government has an obligation to us 
and we, in turn, have an obligation to the Federal Government. We 
submit, however, Mr. Chairman, that there has been a very serious 
lack of understanding on the part of many people as to what is the 
Federal Government’s obligation and what are the basic principles of 
Public Law 815 and 874. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not say this as a personal criticism of any in- 
dividual, but we feel that some people, maybe some Members of Con- 
gress, are a little envious of our communities over there. We do have 
nice looking communities, nice looking school buildings. We have 
very efficient operating communities, very outstanding and fine public 
officials, and a great deal of active citizen participation in our com- 
munities. 

We do not feel, however, that because of the mere fact that we are 
operating our communities efficiently and that they are attractive 
communities we should be penalized or that that would excuse the 
Federal Government in any way from meeting its obligation to our 
communities, 

In order briefly to summarize the problem here, Mr. Chairman, 
I have prepared a list of statistics. I do not want to bore the com- 
mittee with the presentation of them this morning, but I have prepared 
them for the record. I have compiled statistics from all of our north- 
ern Virginia communities so we can present the case, the story of 
northern Virginia, as a unit, to show what northern Virginia is doing 
to meet. its own obligations to itself and the Federal Government, and 
why we feel the Federal Government is obligated and responsible to 
us financially. 

I would like to review briefly some of these statistics in order to 
highlight our case for us. 

Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, I said a moment ago I compiled the 
statistics for all the northern Virginia communities as a whole. We 
could present possibly a more dramatic case by taking the most severe 
examples in each particular community. For example, in Arlington 
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County one-sixth of the property is federally owned, but it is valuable 
property and property on which the Federal Gov ernment is operating. 
We could present a case there to show we could double our revenue 
from real estate taxation if we could tax that Federal property. I am 
not presenting those statistics in this particular compilation. I am 
showing the whole northern Virginia community as a whole. There 
are four school districts involved. 
(The tabulation referred to follows :) 


Statistics presented by Representative Joel T. Broyhill, Republican, of Virginia, 
to the General Education Subcommittee, House Committee on Education and 
Labor, at hearings on proposed amendments to Public Laws 815 and 074 


Purpose: To show the impact of Federal Government activities on the opera- 
tion of public school systems in northern Virginia communities of Arlington, 
Fairfax, Alexandria, and Falls Church. (Statistics presented show the total of 
all above as a unit.) 


1. Total northern Virginia school budget 1958-59______________ $35, 029, 444. 75 





(a) Portion financed by State of Virginia (17.4 percent). 6,114, 879. 81 
(b) Portion financed by Federal Government under Pub- 

ie Law Gis’ (135 percent). 2 4, 138, 255. 28 
(c) Portion financed through local funds (70.8 percent). 24, 776, 309. 66 








2. Total average daily attendance in northern Virginia schools 
for school year 1958-59 











ee eras decaeataninreeienitantethccce at acteticdaneastetiosa ceuani 81, 367 
(a) Total at the end of World War II__--_-_-____-____ 24, 069 
(b) Increase in total since World War II (338 percent) — 57, 298 
(c) Federally connected children (children whose par- 
ents live or work on tax-exempt Federal property), 
MP | + EE ace 2 Sees Tee eee eee ee 41, 490 
(d) Anticipated increase in daily attendance in next 5 
years (at estimated 5,250 per year) —--_-________ 27, 483 
3. Total school construction costs since World war II____-____ $93, 879, 588. 37 
(a) Total bonds issued by communities since World War 
II for school constraction__........__.. ae eee $71, 955, 196. 29 
(b) Existing balance due on bonds issued______________ $60, 903, 110 
(c) Portion of construction cost received from Federal 
Government under Public Law 815 (23.7 percent) — $17, 000, 661 
(d) Anticipated cost of additional construction needed 
ee anes B FONG a hee i ice $48, 796, 150 
(e) Bonds already sold toward additional cost________- $9, 500, 000 
4. Total population of northern Virginia (from combined esti- 
mates of Census and Washington Board of Trade) _---___~_ 500, 000 
5. Amount of federally owned property in northern Virginia 
(18 percent of total in Arlington County, 8.4 percent total 
ere Cl mee)! (GRIND 6 os ei is hoi ieee nh initinn 24, 978 
6. Average current tax rate on real property rate in oes 
Virginia, based on 40-percent assessment___.________$2. 2.84 to $3.75 per $100 
(Taxes amount to approximately 1144 to 1% a of 
sales value per year, i.e., $250 to $300 per year on a 
$20,000 house. ) 
7. Current tax rate on tangible personal property (on full as- 
ee WHINING) =. ae nk ee he ih penne GOO 00 S459 per $100 
8. Approximate value of federally owned property if owned by 
private industry (24, ES a eae eee fees Ree Oe ee $793, 762, O82 
(a) Approximate tax revenue yield if federally owned 
land privately owned (37-percent increase) + _-_-- $11, 979, 914 


(This figure shows loss of revenue as result of tax-exempt 
real property, but does not reflect loss by virtue of Soldiers 
and Sailors Relief Act, exempting military personnel from 
payment of personal property taxes, State income taxes, 
automobile license fees, etc.) 
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Mr. Broruimx.. We have over there in the northern Virginia com- 
munities, Mr. Chairman, approximately 500,000 people, and that is 
just about as close as we can come to estimating the population today 
as a result of figures from the Bureau of the Census, the Wash- 
ington Board of T rade, and other sources. 

‘The total school population in this community of 500,000 people is 
81,367. The total number of federally connected children in those 
schools is 41,490, or approximately 51 percent. That is children whose 
parents live or work on tax-exempt Federal property. 

Sure, some of the property is in the District of Columbia where 
these people work but, on the other hand, we have property over in 
northern Virginia on which people living in the District of Columbia 
work. 

The total property over in northern Virginia owned by the Federal 
Government consists of 24,798 acres. Mr. ¢ ‘hairman, that property is 
not swampland, wasteland, desert, parks, and things of that sort. It 
is property on which the Federal Government is actually operating, 
operating industry, and for which community facilities and services 
must be provided. The estimates are that if « all that pr operty out there 
in northern Virginia were subject to appraisal as private property 
would be appraised for taxation purposes, it would amount to $793 
million. That is a substantial amount of property to have taken off 
the tax rolls in any particular area. If we could tax it as we do any 
other property, it would result in revenue to our community in the 
amount of $11,979,914 a year. That is what we are losing by virtue of 
having Federal industry there instead of private industry. 

Let us look at the total school budget for 1 year, and let us see what 
portion the Federal Government now pays in lieu of taxes for this 
federally owned property for the operation of our schools every year, 
and see if it is a bonanza for us or whether the Federal Government is 
going beyond what its obligation to us happens to be. 

The total school budget for all of these schools in northern Vir- 
ginia for this current school year, 1958-59, was $35,029,444. Of that 
amount, approximately $6 million, or 17 percent, was financed by the 
State department. 

Mr. Battery. That is in the way of State aid. 

Mr. Broyuin. State aid. 

The Federal Government, which owns $793 million worth of prop- 
erty which would yield $11 million in tesien: pays $4,100,000 for its 
portion for the operation of the schools. Fifty-one percent of the 
schoolchildren are federally connected, their parents working on tax- 
exempt property. The Federal Government by virtue of Public Law 
874 pays 11.8 percent of the total operating budget. Of course, the 
portion which is financed through local funds, local taxation, is the 
large portion, 70.8 percent, $24,7 76 ,000. 

So I submit, Mr. C hairman, oa are the facts to prove that our 
communities are doing their share locally. Since World War II we 
have had a terrific growth and a terrific impact by virtue of Federal 
operation. I think it is probably greater than in any other area of the 
country, certainly among the greatest. 

As I said a moment ago, our school population today is 81,367. At 
the end of World War II the school population was 24,000. So we 
have had an increase since the end of World War IT of 57,000 pupils, 
or 538 percent. 
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Our growth has not stopped, either, Mr. Chairman, because from 
actual tabulations from our school superintendents, we anticipate an 
increase in the next 5 years of another 27,000 schoolchildren, or a rate 
of increase of approximately 5,250 children a year. 

We have done a terrific job of providing for this increase in pop- 
ulation in school construction there. Our total school construction 
costs since World War II in northern Virginia have amounted to 
$93,800,000. We have issued bonds, sold bonds, and obligated and 
mortgaged our communities in the amount of $71 million to help pay 
for those schools. 

The Federal Government has helped in that construction program 
as a result of Public Law 815. It has contributed $17 million toward 
that $93 million program, actually approximately 23 percent of the 
new school construction cost. 

There again I make reference to the federally owned property and 
the fact that 51 percent of our children are federally connected chil- 
dren. We still have quite a large balance to pay on those bonds, Mr. 
Chairman. We still have $60 million balance remaining, and we an- 
ticipate additional construction costs in the next 5 years, to take care 
of their increase which is right in front of us, of another $48 million. 
We have already sold in one community, Fairfax County, another 
$9,500,000 in bonds to help finance the cost of additional needed school 
construction. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, we do have a pretty good case out there. 
We feel that the Federal Government has a moral obligation to us 
and, by virtue of Public Laws 815 and 874, it becomes a legal obliga- 
tion. It is not giving us any more than we are entitled to. We do 
not like to come before the Congress with our hat in our hand and 
asking for a subsidy. We recognize our local responsibilities and 
obligations. We feel we are meeting our local obligations and re- 
sponsibilities, and we are merely asking the Federal Government to 
meet a portion of its obligations and responsibilities to us. Meet us 
part of the way. That is all we are asking for, Mr. Chairman. We 
feel that the proposed bill, H.R. 7140, will discriminate against us in 
our communities and will, in effect, result in the Federal Govern- 
ment’s reneging on a portion of its obligation to us. 

I did not mean to take quite that long, Mr. Chairman. I promised 
you that we would be brief here this morning. I do have two or 
three spokesmen who will make brief statements which will give 
you a further cross section of the case for the northern Virginia 
communities. 

The next spokesman is Mr. David Krupsaw, the chairman of the 
County Board of Arlington County. 

Mr. Bamry. Before Mr. Krupsaw began his testimony, may I say 
that the gentleman has made a strong plea for the school districts in 
his congressional district in the northern neck of Virginia. I never 
understood why the gentleman never joined me in my efforts to get 
school construction over the Nation. I just wanted the record to 
show that fact. 

Mr. Broyumuy. Mr. Chairman, we had a preliminary meeting prior 
to this testimony this morning, with our county executives and our 
school superintendents, and I pointed out that you and I were very 
good friends, but that you would put that needle out as soon as we 
started this morning, so we are not surprised. 
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Mr. Battery. I never let any of them get by with that. 

I appreciate your presentation of the facts. 

And now, Mr. David Krupsaw, the chairman of the Arlington 
County Board. You may proceed with your testimony. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID L. KRUPSAW, CHAIRMAN OF THE COUNTY 
BOARD OF ARLINGTON COUNTY, VA. 


Mr. Kruprsaw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 

I am David L. Krupsaw, chairman of the County Board of Arling- 
ton County, and I am appearing here today on behalf of my county 
board and the people of my county. 

I have a very eloquent and forceful five-page typewritten state- 
ment, Mr. Chairman, which I am going to file rather than read in 
full, not only in the interest of brevity, but also because Congressman 
Broyhill has stolen about 98 percent of my speech. He has given 
such an excellent statement of our case that 1 want to save the com- 
mittee the burden of listening to a repetition of what he has said. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I should like to highlight a few of the 
items which appear in this statement. I shall furnish you with 
enough copies for members of your committee, and I hope it can be 
circulated so that all Members of Congress will be able to read this. 

I am appearing in opposition to H.R. 7140. A reduction in the 
extent of Federal assistance would impose a hardship upon the people 
of Arlington County. It would be a failure to recognize fully the 
responsibilities of the Federal Government. 

The National Government has extensive real estate holdings, all of 
which are exempt from local property taxes. 

Associated with the Federal ownership of real property is the ex- 
empt status of some nongovernmental activities conducted on Federal 
installations. For instance, Mr. Chairman, we are losing substantial 
amounts of revenue because private enterprise at the Washington 
National Airport is not subject to the Arlington business privilege 
license tax nor to our personal property tax. 

The Congressman has mentioned the preferential tax status of 
military personnel. Almost one-quarter of the families of our county 
are exempt from personal property taxation as well as the county 
automobile license tax. 

If we had a good, clean, manufacturing industry or if, instead of 
the Pentagon, we had a large private office building, it is immediately 
apparent what a great difference that would mean in the revenue 
derived from those properties. ; 

The Congressman stated that one-sixth of the property is federally 
owned. In Arlington County a little more than 18 percent of our 
property is federally owned. 

When the Federal Government owns a large portion of land, as in 
Arlington, removal of this property from the tax base becomes a mat- 
ter of considerable importance. Similarly, if a significant portion of 
the residents and business enterprises receive exemption from taxation 
not available to others, the impact is keenly felt. Under such condi- 
tions exemption becomes Saas unfair and imposes a burden on the 
local community and its nonexempt residents and businesses. 
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The Congressman pointed out that in his congressional district, the 
LOth of Virginia, 51 percent of the children are federally connec “ted. 
In Arlington, Mr. Chairman, 56 percent of the children are feder ally 
connected. 

It may be well to point out that Arlington even now is one of the 
few communities in the country receiving assistance from the Federal 
Government under Public Law 874 in which the amount received does 
not equal the local contribution per child for the cost of education in the 
public schools. 

In view of these considerations, Mr. Chairman, I fervently hope that 
your committee will recommend against the _proposed legislation and 
in favor of a continuation, if not an increase, in the assistance presently 
provided under Public Law 874. 

Thank you, sir. I have here a number of copies of this statement. 

(Mr. Krupsaw’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Davip L. Krupsaw, CHAIRMAN OF THE COUNTY BOARD OF ARLINGTON 
CouUNTY, ON BEHALF OF THE COUNTY BOARD OF ARLINGTON CouNTYy, VA. 


Mr. Chairman, I am David L. Krupsaw, chairman of the Arlington County 
Board. I am appearing today on behalf of the County Board of Arlington 
County, Va., in opposition to H.R. 7140 to amend Public Law 874 relating to Fed- 
eral assistance to schools in federally affected areas. 

A reduction in the extent of Federal assistance to education under the terms 
of Public Law 874 would impose a hardship upon the residents and other tax- 
payers of Arlington County. Moreover, it would imply a failure to recognize 
fully the responsibility of the Federal Government which arises from our special 
situation in relation to the National Capital and from the existence of large 
Federal installations within our borders. 

The impact of the National Capital on surrounding communities takes several 
forms. 

The National Government has extensive real estate holdings in nearby jurisdic- 
tions, all of which are exempted from local property taxes. 

Associated with the Federal ownership of real property is the exempt status 
of some nongovernmental activities conducted on Federal installations. For in- 
stance, we are losing substantial amounts of revenue because private enterprise 
at the National Airport is not subject to the Arlington business privilege license 
tax nor to the personal property tax. 

Another important consequence of proximity to the National Capital and the 
number and size of the military installations in this area stems from the pref- 
erential tax status of military personnel. Personnel serving in the Defense 
Establishment under military orders are exempt from payment of local personal 
property taxes. In Arlington almost one-quarter of the families in the county 
are exempt from personal property taxation under the provisions of the Soldiers 
and Sailors Civil Relief Act. Moreover, local motor vehicle license tags are 
issued free to such individuals. If military personnel were required to obtain 
loeal licenses and pay for them as are other residents, the county revenue 
would be substantially larger. 

Still another result of bordering on the National Capital is the increased cost 
of local government services. Through its own official activities and through the 
private activities of its employees, the Federal Government imposes a very sub- 
stantial strain on the service facilities of nearby local governments. 

It has been argued that without the Federal Government there would be little 
economic development in the Greater Washington area; that high-priced resi- 
dential and business property would still be in pasture and marshland. This 
line of reasoning, however, would appear to have no more validity with respect 
to Government enterprise than to private enterprise. No one would contend 
that, say General Motors, should be accorded tax exemption if it were to open 
a new plant in this area just because of the attendant economic benefits which 
would flow to the community from the existence of that plant. 

Federal installations do bring benefits. In the typical case, however. the 
direct and indirect contributions of the Federal project to local revenues do 
not compensate for the direct loss of revenue resulting from the tax exemption 
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of Federal properties and for the increases brought about in the costs of local 
government services. 

The extensive property holdings of the Federal Government, particularly in 
those parts of northern Virginia where undeveloped land is extremely limited, 
have important consequences for local ability to provide governmental revenues. 
Since Federal Property is tax exempt, and the property tax is the principal 
source of local revenue, Federal ownership of property involves significant re- 
ductions in the local tax base and the local revenue potential. 

Of Arlington’s total area of 16,350 acres, 18 percent or 2,943 acres are in 
Federal ownership. 

Various approaches have been tried in an effort to estimate the amount of rev- 
enue loss which is entailed through Federal ownership of property. One method 
is to estimate the value of these properties for tax purposes at the cost to the 
Federal Government, the price paid for them. This is an inadequate basis be- 
cause many were acquired years ago as undeveloped and unimproved acreage 
which by now doubtless would have been developed for taxable private use. 
Even as acreage, current values would be far in excess of the Government’s orig- 
inal acquisition price. 

Another concept of the revenue loss resulting from Federal ownership is 
the current assessed value of the properties with existing improvements on 
their present usage. This concept is unsatisfactory too, because of the atypical 
character of the Federal land use. Private enterprise is not likely to have built 
a Pentagon. 

A third kind of calculation is an estimate of the amount of tax revenue 
which would-be produced if the Federal property were privately owned and 
devoted to purposes judged to be probable in the light of local zoning patterns 
and community development programs. The difficulty of such a calculation is 
that current values of privately owned land are themselves a function of their 
proximity to National Capital activities. Nonetheless, such a calculation has 
been attempted for Arlington and at least indicates the order of magnitude of 
the problem. It is conservatively estimated that the real property tax base 
would be increased by about 75 percent were property now in Federal hands 
to be developed by private ownership. 

It must be concluded that attempts to assign quantitative values to the 
revenue loss attributable to Federal property ownership is necessarily an exer- 
cise of limited usefulness. Because it cannot be measured exactly, however, is 
not to say there is no loss. On the contrary, it is obvious that there is a very 
substantial reduction in the local revenue potential. 

It is not our purpose here to argue the validity of the principle of exemption 
of Federal property from local taxation. This system was originated at a time 
and under conditions when the resulting burden on the community was relative 
ly moderate because the Federal Government owned only a small fraction of 
the land in a given community. Exemption of this property from taxation 
even though unfair, was of minor moment. 

When, however, the Federal Government owns a large part of the land—as 
in Arlington—removal of this property from the tax base becomes a matter of 
considerable importance. Similarly, if a significant portion of the residents 
and business enterprises receive exemptions from taxation not available to 
others, the impact is keenly felt. Under such conditions exemption becomes 
grossly unfair and imposes an impossible burden on the local community and 
its nonexempt residents and businesses. 

For a number of years the Federal Government has recognized its responsi- 
bility in this respect. Its financial assistance has made this situation tolerable 
but has not eliminated it. If this assistance (whether in its present or some 
alternative forms such as payment in lieu of taxes) is withheld, the situation will 
become intolerable. 

I should like to indicate briefly something of what the proposed amendments, 
if enacted, would mean for Arlington County. 

We have appropriated $12,844,845 for school purposes in the coming school 
year. Something like 56 percent of the children in Arlington’s public schools 
are “federally connected” within the meaning of Public Law 874. The amount of 
assistance to which Arlington would be entitled under the present terms of 
Public Law 874 has been estimated at $1,580,000 or about 12 percent of our 
expenditure for schools. If the proposed amendments are enacted, the county 
would receive only $1,160,000 during 1959-60, and only $1,011,000 in the follow- 
ing fiscal year. 
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The reduction in this assistance would have to be made up by the taxpayers 
of the county. This year our tax on real property is $3.54 per $100 of assessed 
value; $2.07 per $100 of this is levied for school purposes. To make up the 
deficiency were the assistance under Public Law 874 to be cut back, we would 
have had to have added more than 13 cents per $100 of assessed value to our real 
estate tax rate. 


It may be well to point out that Arlington County even now is one of the few 
communities in the country receiving assistance from the Federal Government 
under Public Law 874 in which the amount received does not equal the local 
contribution per child for the cost of education in the public schools. 

In view of these considerations, I am sure that your committee will recom- 
mend against the proposed legislation and in favor of a continuation if not an 
increase in the assistance presently provided under Public Law 874. 

Mr. Bartey. I will say to the gentleman that that matter of possible 
increase would be pretty much in the hands of your Congressman 
over there and in the hands of a Republican administration. He 
ought to be a little more generous. 

Mr. Broyuinyi. We shall go to work on it. 

As I stated before, Mr. Chairman, we have representatives of all 
our communities, school systems, and county governments, and all of 
them will be submitting statements for the record. I make the request 
that they may submit those statements for the record. 

Mr. Bartey. Yes; and if they have a few brief remarks to make, we 
shall be glad to hear them, provided they do not take too much of the 
time. 

Mr. Broyuity. I have two more brief spokesmen, Mr. Chairman. 
They are all here, of course, to answer any questions the chairman 
or the committee may have. 

Mr. Baitey. You may introduce your next witness. 

Mr. Broyuiy. The next witness is Mr. Robert Walker, the assistant 
superintendent of the Fairfax County Schools. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. WALKER, ASSISTANT SUPERINTEND- 
ENT OF SCHOOLS FOR FINANCE FOR FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


Mr. Waker. Mr. Chairman, I am Robert B. Walker, assistant 
superintendent of schools for finance for Fairfax County. I am repre- 
senting the four school divisions of northern Virginia; namely, 
Alexandria, Arlington, Falls Church, and Fairfax. Appended to 
this statement are some consolidated statistical tables of the four com- 
munities which may be helpful to you and the committee in concluding 
that Public Laws 815 and 874 should be continued without the amend- 
ment proposed in H.R. 1740. 

Since I am more knowledgable of the impact of these laws on my 
own county, I shall confine my remarks to the school construction and 
school operational problems of Fairfax County as affected by Public 
Laws 815 and 874. I would emphasize that any one of the school di- 
visions represented here today could present a comparable statement. 

As one approaches Washington from the west he finds a quiet, rural 
community, for Fairfax County is 407 square miles of pleasantly 
rolling hills, much of it covered by lovely farms and woodland. As 
one nears Washington, however, one finds oneself in suburbia complete 
with housing developments, shopping centers, churches, schools, and, 
I emphasize, children. 

In 1940 a relatively short time ago, as things are measured, Fairfax 
County had a population of 40,000 people. By 1950 a worldwide 
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struggle for this country’s existence had brought so many new Govern- 
ment workers to Washington that Fairfax County had a population 
of more than 90,000—more than doubled in a decade. 

In 1959, less than 9 years later, our once rural community has more 
than doubled again. There are now approximately 222,000 people 
living in Fairfax County. 

Industry has not brought these people, or their youngsters to Fair- 
fax County. We hope through current efforts to encourage industry 
to come to our community. Our local governing body and chamber 
of commerce are working together to this end. But today we have 
no factories. No mines or oil wells can be found on our countryside. 
We have no mills or smelters or refineries. 

Few, very few of our citizens are employed by corporations whose 
buildings, machinery and inventories can be taxed. Almost all of our 
income earners are employed by the Federal Government, or by the 
commercial enterprises serving Federal workers and their families. 
As a result, the main tax base of our community is the home. And 
even the size and taxable value of that home has been determined by 
the salary scales of the Federal Government. 

Despite this handicap, Fairfax County has managed to do reason- 
ably well by its youngsters. In 1950 we had fewer than 280 standard 
classrooms. Today we have more than 1,700 classrooms. In just 9 
years we have built over 1,400 classrooms. 

At the same time other aspects of our physical facilities have been 
expanded. For example, in a community of over 400 square miles 
children must be transported to school because of distance and safety 
factors. In 1950 we operated 65 buses. This fall we will operate 
207 buses. 

If you were to conclude that we are satisfied with our schools in 
Fairfax County, you would be mistaken. We are not satisfied that 
our educational programs offer the opportunities that our children 
deserve and need and that they should rightfully have. 

We are, however, proud of our schools. We take great pride in what 
we have been able to accomplish. Our school membership has risen 
from 7,000 in 1940 to 16,000 in 1950 and to an incredible 53,000 antici- 
pated this September. Yet, we have managed to stay reasonably well 
abreast of this growth in providing classrooms and, indeed, we have 
even managed to do more than that. 

While our pupil load has more than doubled since 1950, we have 
increased our annual expenditure per pupil, from an operating outlay 
of $159 per pupil in 1950 to an estimated $323 for the next session. 

We have raised teaching standards in the county by offering the 
higher salaries required to attract competent people. In 1950, our 
minimum salary for a teacher with a bachelor’s degree was $2,100. 
Today it is $4,200, exactly double. And we have raised our pay scale 
all along the line. The teacher who joined our staff at $2,500 in 1951 
is now drawing $5,544; more than twice as much. 

This has not been an easy or painless process for our citizens. Our 
farmers in particular have been hard hit. I can show you dairy farms 
on which property taxes have risen from less than $200 in 1940 to 
well over $1,000 today. But storekeepers, homeowners, farmers, all 
are carrying far more of a taxload now in order to keep our schools 
going forward. 
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Indeed, I wonder if you could find any community in this country 
that has demonstrated its willingness to increase its taxes for the sake 
of its children, or to commit its citizens to higher future taxes than 
the people of Fairfax County have been. Consider the debt we have 
obligated ourselves for. In 1950, only 9 years ago, we had no debt 
to speak of. Today, our school debt alone is almost $40 million. 
Even now as we near the end of a $22 million authorization of bonds 
by the voters, plans are being made for a new bond referendum to 
finance a 5-year school construction program currently estimated to 
cost about $20 million. 

Now let’s see what part Public Laws 815 and 874 have played in all 
this. 

Take construction first. Since 1950, we have spent or have work- 
ing plans for spending $59.5 million on new school plant. Of that 
the State of Virginia has provided $1.9 million. Federal grants un- 
der Public Law 815 have amounted to $13.8 million. From our own 
borrowing, we have provided $43.8 million. 

For every dollar we have been granted under Public Law 815, we 
in Fairfax have provided $3.30. ‘This in spite of the fact that half 
our youngsters are federally connected. 

And what about operating funds? Our budget for 1959-60 pro- 
vides for the expenditure of $323 per pupil for the operation and 
maintenance of our schools. Of this, $52 is anticipated under Public 
Law 874. The Federal grant amounts to 16 cents of each operating 
dollar we spend. 

These are the brief statistics of the matter. What do they mean? 

We in Fairfax County have managed to achieve a steady, if un- 
spectacular, improvement in our schools in the face of an all but 
unique rise in our pupil load. We could not have done it without 
Public Laws 815 and 874. In what has been one of the fastest grow- 
ing communities in the Nation, these two Federal programs have 
meant the difference between the modest progress we have achieved 
and something like chaos. 

. Even a quick look at the facts shows that this is so. Of the 1,400 
classrooms built in the county since 1950, about 300 were built with 
Federal fuds. But take away 300 classrooms from Fairfax County 
and you have chaos. 

And take away 16 cents of every dollar we are spending on opera- 
tion of our schools, and you wipe out much of the progress we have 
struggled to achieve in these 9 years. 

And what of the future? Let me give you just a glimpse of our 
future. 

We still are growing at a fantastic rate in Fairfax County. We 
must provide for 4,500 to 5,000 additional youngsters every year. 
Where we had only 280 classrooms just 9 years ago, we now are erect- 
ing nearly that many classrooms every 18 months. If we let up, if we 
fail to build two classrooms every 3 working days of every year, we 
are lost. 

Classrooms without teachers, moreover, would be of little use. 
For replacements and expansion, we must employ about 400 new 
teachers every year. We cannot attract 400 new teachers each year 
without offering reasonably good pay. We have contracted begin- 
ning teachers at a salary of $4,200 for this fiscal year, $200 higher 
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than last year. We have raised the top of the scale to $6,400, an in- 
crease of $400. We are doing this despite the fact that our budget for 
this year has the still uncertain estimate of the grant under Public 
Law 874. We anticipated only 75 percent of our entitlement in the 
initial payment for this year aden Public Law 874 as it presently 
exists. Even with this optimism on Federal receipts, our county 
board increased the local tax rate 45 cents per $100 of assessed value. 
About 65 percent of this increase or 29 cents can be attributed to the 
increased operational costs of the public schools. We are paying 
these higher salaries and increasing our taxes to do so simply because 
we have to do it. We have to do it because of the continued impact 
of Federal employees becoming residents of our county. 

The outlook for the cost of debt service is no less startling. Our 
school debt costs for this fiscal year amount to $2.9 million. That’s 
more than the entire cost of Fairfax County government, schools and 
all, a scant 10 years ago. But we have not seen the end yet. Next 

year, the cost will be $ $3.3 million—a rise of $400,000 in just 1 year. 

There is every reason ‘1a count on a continuation of these trends. 
Even if no more families moved into Fairfax County, we should have 
to keep up a heavy schedule of classroom building just to house the 
preschool youngsters already there. Actually, of course, new families 
of Federal employees are moving into the county every day. The 
construction of the CIA office building in Langley and the new Fed- 
eral airport at Chantilly will increase the impact of federally con- 
nected pupils. 

Even if we assume that some of these trends will moderate after a 
few years, our projections indicate that our pupil membership of 
53,000 this fall will increase by almost 40 percent, to nearly 71,000, 
5 years from now. Well over half that increase, or nearly 11,000 of 
the additional pupils, will be youngsters from federally connected 
families. 

Even if we do not increase our annual expenditure per pupil, then, 
the additional federally connected youngsters who will enter our 
schools in the next 5 years will be adding about $3.5 million a year to 
our operating costs in the year 1964-65. Also, these youngsters will 
require 370 new classrooms. All of this we shall have to provide while 
we are expanding our programs to take care of a similar number of 
new pupils who are not federally connected. 

With or without the funds provided by Public Laws 874 and 815, 
we shall continue to meet the challenge 1 ‘aised by this staggering rise 
in our pupil load. The question is, How well shall we meet it? With 
a continuing improvement in the education given each youngster, or 
with a decline in our scholastic standards ? 

These questions have more than ordinary importance right now. 
At a time when our country needs the most able and the most thor- 
oughly prepared minds, Fairfax County has much to offer. While 
ours is not a wealthy community, it is one made up of families of a 
rather high order of intelligence; our typical high school pupil is 
college bound. More than half of our high school graduates of last 
June will enter college this September. For the country as a whole, 
fewer than a third of the high school graduates go on to college. 

We believe that we have, in Fairfax County, a significant contri- 
bution to make to American progress in industry, science, and the 
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humanities. We can assure you that the people in Fairfax County 
will continue to do their part to see that this contribution actually is 
made. It will be a tragic affair if these efforts are defeated by the 
failure of the Federal Government to do its part. 

It has been said, often and well, that education is primarily a State 
and local responsibility. As the record demonstrates, Fairfax County 
certainly is carrying the primary responsibility for its schools. Yet, 
where the Federal Government itself is imposing major new costs on 
a community, while at the same time removing land from the local 

tax base, then it seems only fair that the F Federal Government accept 
responsibility for at least a part of the new costs it is creating for the 
locality. 

For those of you and your colleagues who may want to study a more 
detailed record of Fairfax County school programs, and the part 
played by Public Laws 815 and 874 in those programs, we are append- 
ing for the record a number of tables. 

May I say, in closing, that we of northern Virginia hope the Con- 
gress will recognize the merit of our plea for the continuance of Pub- 
lic Laws 815 and 874 in their present form. Doing this will provide 
all the federally impacted communities of the N fation the opportunity 
for the continued improvement of their educational programs. Not 
to do so would invite retardation of reasonable progress and undue 
hardship on their local resources. 
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TABLE I.—Increase in school membership and federally connected pupils, Fairfax 
County, Va., public schools 





Federally con- 
nected pupils 


Percent of total 








Total member- 
School session ship (June 30 
each year) 

1950-60 1__....._... Mickidkantaknenddusenadanepin 53, 200 
EE SS ee Oe ae ee 48, 105 
a Na eR Ih Se Reape ae 42, 898 
SEE ae ee 2 ee ee, ON 38, 214 
SS ee eee 33, 685 
a 28, 134 
EE Se ee eee ee eae 24, 558 
1952-53... 20, 543 
init cas ne pakesbernd cs okebaiee 17, 680 
I a a is tarsieealnitl 14, 163 
ES LS eee ee ek eee 13, 275 
i I SE a Sipe an aereee era 12,118 
Ens ncis nmaoseee 10, 
1946-47 .__. én 9, 797 
te intienstienncnncenaktnscgnwn stiles 9, 217 
RS a eee Sie ees } 8, 763 
al ete as enlaces ee ita i ton cic ialadenciabtiaoa lina | 8, 235 
SG Sd Ee hl eae 7. 932 
nt esenacnhiance 7, 755 
EOS SS ee ene arena ee 7, 234 





27, 132 
24, 143 
20, 961 








1 Estimated—based on best available information. 


TABLE II.—Growth of membership from the school year 1953-54 to 1962-63 




















Year Actual Federally | Year Projected Federally 

| membership connected membership | connected 

| 
_ eee | 24, 558 | 10, 709 1959-60 _ _ - widuokantad 53, 200 27, 132 
ties scntninntaies 28, 134 | 12, 200 || 1960-61. __. scala 58, 000 29, 580 
a= | 33, 685 15, 827 DD ee a 62, 000 31, 620 
. , | 38, 214 | 18, 450 |} 1962-63........-- | 65, 500 33, 405 
eS | 42, 898 20, 961 | 
I cnt et pendennalindia j 48, 105 | 24, 143 | | 

| ! 1} 








NotTe.—Membership in Fairfax County schools will have increased about 265 percent between the years 
1953-54 and 1962-63. Federally connected children from 1953-54 to 1962-63 would increase by approximately 


310 percent. 


Taste III.—Increase of federally connected children from 1957-59 to 1962-63 


Increase 
er ee I 2) ods Se ae beh ete canecehonn aa 5, 693 
eh Thonn baer bu Ree ee ween ee 5, 437 
ET ee So ee aban Mua ke wna nedane 3, 825 


Note.—Computations made were based on the formula contained in the present Public Law 815. In- 
creases above are shown in 2-year periods, each period reflecting the increase over the preceding period. 


TaBLe IV.—Percentage of federally connected pupils in relationship to total 


membership 
Percent of total 
Year: membership 

DE Syst ine Pes hee oe eee Jaw wink Baek Swans boo aun Sletcbes 43. 4 
a i a ea eh er wash da'cciin nls cil we SRG RR RS 47. 0 
EEE RSs SSS Ce SEL, Se a Oe OT SC ey At SPP a. aR 48. 3 
ee ea cen abkiiaanseha awed iene 48. 9 
ree Sy on ia eats eR ER eG cuid mialsiiausfalanke: 50. 2 
ESS ASSEN 2 ORES nO OS OE See nae 51.0 


Note.—Actual percentages to the year 1958-59 and estimated percentage from 1959 to 1963 given. 
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TasBLeE V.—Construction of school needs projected from 1959 to 1963 














Schools | Classrooms Costs 
I 6 5 iain a eiaewndndaneeindensadccedicdannaseesesacescedecsanddes 0 0 
I at A i eka dca 420 $14, 400, 0CO 
ee ae ee icc cabbie ae Anite Cra ee cdesadicalknccemauu cece 288 10, 080, 000 
RE ee ee eae aS eee ee ee ee eR Ee ae ae | icin cpiatge tin citi 24, 480, 000 





Note.—The above table indicates that there will be a need of $24,480,000 for school construction of which 
the entire amount will be for intermediate and secondary schools. The need for elementary classrooms will 
have been relieved by the construction of intermediate classrooms. 


TABLE VI.— Funds spent or authorized and planned to be spent for school construction 
since 1950 
Funds: 


Local: Amount 
Bonds__-- - - smd ecthncatie wjunok « cnacsas< $40,000, COe 
[anne MT Sores ece estes ee Spee ror 300, 000 


43, 800, 000 


State grant -__- : 1, 938, 268 


Federal grants (Public SO" REE ay £3 ORE ote ies 13, 804, 519 
TORS Soa eee cay Gaaameatd omnis «aan 59, 542, 787 


NotrE.—A total of about $59,500,000 has been spent or is planned to be spent for school construction since 
1950. It is significant that the local community, although receiving over $13,000,000 from the Federal Gov- 
ernment, has allocated $43,800,000. 


TaBLeE VII.—Amounts received since 1950 and projected to 1962 under Public 
Law 815 


Year: Amount 
1062-53... ... aio vex ewey eeecenaw wes ens awemend ee en $1, 245, 650 
EE ae ee ae Pn es ye eas eee — em 764, 200 
I oS neu ain oa en etal ene wae ober ite tueksaswaada 2, 068, 884 
1GR5-86; .. 325220 Sr OE ee ee eee bcos 1, 520, 325 
i a ee a E , __.--. 1, 603, 830 
1957-58 _ sl Ne pat De ere ee Pe 2, 097, 510 
1958-59 (includes grants alloted but not received in the total 

SRNIINED OE St BA O6 O55 eS oo awe nae aie See lee 4, 504, 120 
UT a ee Rot oe gd re es setaaeci Ae oatde 2, 541, 000 


Nore.—It is indicated above that if the present law is not extended, Fairfax County will lose $2,541,000. 


TABLE VIII.—Amounts received under Public Law 874 since 1950 and projected 
to 1962 under the present law 





Year | Amount ! Year Amount 
ROR Sart Nees fo eae 8 acelin $2, 003, 085 
Fo Rah mars a aye ee 245, 964 || 2, 128, 249 
1952-53.__..- ae 518, 283 1958-50........------------2-+------- 1 917, 628 
SE ccplarthcvchesteonnupianteasel I ence renesiirnnsenioneniil 2, 901, 795 
Ce RR eM ho Ge eines ue 3, 163, 335 
| eae eam | 1, 005, 656 | 1961-62... === ==. -...-.. eens 3, 381, 805 
|” RRS sein Sai edit Teer mete. ee 3, 572, 705 








i Balance 1958-59. 


Note.—Amounts from 1959-60 through 1962-63 were projected on assumption that 51 percent of the total 
membership of Fairfax County school children will be federally connected ‘‘B’’ pupils and the rate of $115 
per pupil was used. 
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TaB_eE IX.—Public Law 874 





| 
Present law | Proposed law| Difference 


$515, 027 
1, 486, 858 
1, 589, 43s 
1, 679, 161 


1959-60 ___- $2,901,795 | $2,386, 768 
RE I eae oe ; 3, 163, 535 | 1, 676, 677 
1961-62... ip cekainicum ee ~ E . | 3, 381, 805 1, 792, 367 
1962-63 Lecaieukence= seks 3, 572, 705 1, 893, 544 


Net loss... | be | 5, 270, 484 
| | 








NoTE.—Tne above table shows the amount Fairfax County would receive under the present law, the 
proposed law and the difference between the two amounts. 


STATISTICAL TABLES 


ITEM I.—Population data 














Year Total | School 
1940__- Bima pnsabeboknne paad j 40, 929 7, 234 
1959. _. al kama . steokenire .. Laas 222, 039 48, 105 
as EE eecieeee eee = = 181, 110 | 40, 871 

Federally connected children, 1958-59 

Classification of pupils Number Percent 
OE AR AE di RI EC mee agi e eee peated Lape 219 | 0.5 
a Ea eta als eee iach j 31 | 0.1 
0 NES Sea eee AEE I ay ee a ae : 23, 893 49.6 
| et EE RCE Sega ate tee al i ate oe Be tietint cctake 24, 143 50. 2 





ITEM II.—Eaependiture data, 1958-59 


ERS Re Oe Pa _.-.. $14, O80, 042. 87 
cemes ORuAy and debt @ervice.....262. 2... ue eee | ye 
ee ae a ee pete mandabe: 17, 207, 559. 60 


ITEM III.—Cost per pupil data 





Total cost | Current ex- 











Source | perpupil | pense per 
pupil 
Local sources__....---.-. hte. penne cans imate abn xoietelcdin Base ale tiie $254. 10 | $189. 08 
State sources__. ee 61. 46 61. 46 
NE ckioea Posh ons ERNE eens Saka pay ins cnphiimithns Stwhdininnacwen 42.15 | 42.15 
A ee NS Sn ae eee ee 357. 71 | 292. 69 











| School tax | County tax | Total 
| 


$3. 30 


II fers 5 ceca ae bau baunkidmencuhonaite $2. 64 | $0. 66 
2. 64 | 3. 30 


Personal property | , . 66 
! | | 
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Item V.—Public Law 874, anticipated revenue 


| 


| Present law 





Proposed law | Difference 





} 

| 
; | | | 
Ret See See eee eee eauancaine --| $2,531,386 | $2, 531, 386 |__---- as 
RE Sade a tuacaness Jekesee ae _...----| 2,901,795 | 2, 386, 768 | $515, 027 
ee BEERS CREA 3, 163, 5385 | 1, 676, 677 | 1, 486, 858 
7 > eee Ye ee ape: 3,381,805 | 1, 792, 367 | 1, 589, 438 
1962-63.....-- eres ws . _ en 3, 572, 705 | 1, 893, 544 1, 679, 161 





Irem VI.—Construction funds spent or authorized to be spent since 1950 











Amount | Percent 
ce a = —e Sas 
Oe SS OR ae = ay ay Oe aoa ds Edn side adept | $43, 800, 000 73.6 
State. __- IES HOPES OD ns ee ace ll nears cicedal 1, 938, 268 3.2 
| SERIE? Ce ES aR CES ne Sect agape ede sean ..--| 13,804, 519 23. 2 

, ed POE ee ee me sda 59, 542, 787 100. 0 


CONSOLIDATION OF STATISTICS FOR THE SCHOOL DIVISIONS OF ARLINGTON, 
ALEXANDRIA, FAIRFAX, AND FALLS CHURCH 


Irem I.—Population data 


























Year | Total | School 

40 | 140,505 | 21, 592 
959. ...| 497,539 | 86, 462 
Increase 357, 034 | 64, 870 

Federally connected children, 1958-59 

P Classification of pupils Number | Percent 
‘ j . | 366 0.5 

3(b) 1. ; . f ; ‘ 32 0 
b)2 42, 575 49. 2 
Total... | 42, 993 a 49.7 

Item II. -—Ezrpenditure data, 1958-59 
Cured aameute. ca. on ssa cad ngecescodhce eee $28, 660, 344. 98 
Capital cetiag and Gebt set viCe....n200<en-scqenenernn- ee wer 5, 799, 660. 29 
TOE EMONR INGTON. oc onncs coos nk Senne ccsca nk oconn 34, 460, 005. 22 
Irem III.—Cost per pupil data 
Total cost Current ex- 
per pupil pense per 
pupil 

ssi to ae -| — 
peel Cee in acbin ew adndsscdudbbae$esse~tyiens bn abel seins dees eae $299. 91 $238. 67 
State sources. ...-.....- ckanendchhh ebieGhen ena tem ss a aici ina iit 63. 84 63. 84 
ee a i a 47. 62 47. 62 
Ee iene wedavabastsesGhdubieterescgtcenaundensaudaaneaceun’ 411. 37 350. 13 
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Item IV.—Taz rate for public schools per $100 assessed valuation, 1958-59 


Real property (on 40 percent assessed valuation) ___.___._--_-_-_________ $2.15 
Personal property (on 40 percent assessed valuation) ......-_-_______ 2. 40 


IteM V.—Public Law 874—Anticipated revenue from 1958-59 through 1962-63 





| | 
| | President’s 
| Present law | recommen- 





Difference 











| dation 
ee ne a Ee, eek TS $4, 150, 159 $4, 150, 159 0 
een icc Sis gelesen Seen ce ee aS ee hans 5, 020, 765 4, 081, O84 $939, 681 
aR ee niignistee ain iknbgnie wabeutineiainiepeeuaaiie se 5, 291, 055 2, 810, 257 2, 480, 798 
1961-62 _.. ‘ i See Se ee - om 5, 507, 085 2, 931, 197 2, 575, 888 
SE nen ocdacwom Fie umoainon inched Sapsacics aia patil tolsrcinea ctlilbaee 5, 693, 345 3, 036, 664 | 2, 656, 681 
Ridden wisiwiaa eel canine ke can eiaedemekeoel 25, 662, 409 17, 009, 361 | 8, 653, 048 











Item VI.—Amount spent or authorized to be spent for construction since 1950 











Amount | Percent 
Local_... : 4 $79, 937, 588 | 76. ( 
| Saas 4, 456, 306 | 4.2 
Federal_______- 4 ie aaa ee ee wat 20, 887, 274 19.5 
es a a sreeseeaninewewewewewnel 105, 281, 168 | 100. 0 





Mr. Battey. Your next witness. 
Mr. Broyum.. Mr. Chairman, our next witness is Mr. A. T. Lund- 
berg, the county manager of Arlington County, Va. 


STATEMENT OF A. T. LUNDBERG, COUNTY MANAGER, ARLINGTON 
COUNTY, VA. 


Mr. Lunppere. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is A. T. 
Lundberg. I am appearing today on behalf of the counties of Arling- 
ton and Fairfax, and the cities of Alexandria and Falls Chucrh, all 
in Virginia, with respect to the proposal to limit Federal assistance 
payments for school construction and operation under Public Laws 
815 and 874. 

The situation with respect to the importance of this assistance to 
these communities remains as it was a year ago when it was decided 
by the Congress to continue these payments. 

The conditions which brought about the enactment of this legisla- 
tion in the first place still exist in northern Virginia. The rapid 
growth of population consequent upon proximity to the National 
Capital still continues in this area as a whole. To meet the needs of 
this population for increased municipal services and facilities requires 
heavy additional expenditures by local governments. Unlike com- 
munities whose growth is the result of industrial and commercial 
expansion, the revenue base of these northern Virginia communities 
does not expand in proportion to the expanding population. Indeed, 
when population growth stems from enlargement of Federal installa 
tions or the additions of new ones as is the case here, the revenue 
potential of the affected communities is actually reduced. 





~ 


“4 tt oe Oe ot OR 


ne. sine ie 











ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 245 


This effect is seen most clearly in relation to the Federal ownership 
of property. The property tax is far and away the most important 
source of revenue for local governments. Withdrawal from the tax 
base of property which acquires an exempt status through acquisition 
by the Federal Government places an additional burden on owners 
of the remaining property. This is particularly significant because 
Federal installations are likely to be located on sites, which, if in pri- 
vate hands, would yield better than average amounts of revenue in 
proportion to their area. In communities like those of northern Vir- 
ginia, where a very large part of the land is owned by the Federal 
Government, this loss of revenue potential is not marginal. It does 
not make the difference between good and better but between adequate 
and wholly inadequate, municipal services and facilities. 

The situation with which we in northern Virginia are confronted 
is how to bridge the gap created by the necessity for increasing ex- 
penditures to care for an expanding population, in the face of a shrink- 
ing revenue potential. The local communities have shouldered this 
responsibility by seeking new revenue sources, utilizing traditional 
ones more fully, and exerting every effort to secure every possible 
dollar from those sources through tight tax enforcement. Relatively 
heavy bonded indebtedness has been incurred to provide capital 
improvements. 

Under Public Laws 815 and 874 the Federal Government has ac- 
cepted its responsibility by providing substantial assistance for schools. 
Expenditures for schools account for a very large part of the total 
expenditures of the communities for which I speak. Thus the hard- 
ship which would otherwise have been imposed by Federal activities 
in this area has been mitigated. 

Federal activities in this area are increasing, not stabilizing nor 
decreasing. The effect upon the local communities shows no prospect 
of tapering off. The challenge of how to meet this situation remains. 

You can be sure that every effort will continue to be made at the 
local level to meet this challenge. We believe that the position of 
the Federal Government in the economic and social structure of this 
area places upon it the responsibility also to do its share. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you, Mr. Lundberg. 

Mr. Broyuitt. Mr. Chairman, wiless someone in the group wishes 
to make an additional statement, that concludes our testimony for 
this morning. 

Mr. Battery. We will limit it to 3 or 4 minutes if someone else 
wishes to be heard. 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE L. BARNWELL, ACTING CITY MANAGER, 
ALEXANDRIA, VA. 


Mr. Barnwe.u. Mr. Chairman, my name is Eugene L. Barnwell, 
acting city manager of the city of Alexandria, Va. 

I wish merely to acknowledge the submission of a statement from 
our vice mayor, Mr. Joseph M. Pancoast, relating to the provisions of 
the House bill H.R. 7140. 

Mr. Battery. All of these statements, may I advise the staff member, 
will be accepted for inclusion in the record at the proper places, 
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(The statements of Messrs. Pancoast, Reid, Williams, Schmitt, and 
Massey follow :) 


STATEMENT TO THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR GIVING THE POSITION 
oF JoserpH M. Pancoast, VIcE Mayor, Crry OF ALEXANDRIA, ON THE PROVISIONS 
OF THE House BIL H.R. 7140 


Mr. Chairman, on January 28, 1958 the position of our city council was made 
known in a resolution adopted by unanimous vote expressing opposition to the 
reduction of Federal funds for school purposes for federally affected areas. 

The request for comment from the city of Alexandria now comes at a time 
when the city council is in its summer recess. It therefore is impossible to 
convene council and have the members reaffirm their position expressed on 
January 28, 1958, and made known to this body. I believe, however, that I can 
express the present view of the members of city council as it pertains to the 
right and justice of our city as a federally impacted area to receive Federal 
funds for school purposes. 

I may say that on June 23, 1959, the Council of the City of Alexandria 
adopted its 1959-60 budget. In this budget we anticipated a specific sum of 
money to be allowed under Public Laws 815 and 874 relating to Federal school 
assistance. Thus, passage of the bill H.R. 7140 would critically affect our 
anticipated revenues for school purposes and would result in a deficit. 

The Alexandria government maintains that the conditions which brought 
about the consideration and passage of these bills still exists in the Washing- 
ton metropolitan area. As evidence of this, it should be pointed out that the 
city is primarily a residential type of community furnishing residential prop- 
erties and their related services to a large percentage of the military and 
Federal Government employees. The services required to maintain a residen- 
tial community, when considered in light of today’s school pupil cost, far out- 
weigh any conceivable tax benefit which would accrue to the community from 
residential property. 

As a further result of the city being primarily a residential area to serve 
the Nation’s Capital, efforts to broaden the tax base through industrial de- 
velopment have not met with great success. This failure is possible due to 
the limitations imposed on the type of industry which could operate near the 
Nation’s Capital and possibly due to the lack of a suitable labor market for in- 
dustrial purposes. 

It is the position of the Alexandria government that through the funds re- 
ceived for assisting both school construction and operation that facilities and 
school services have been greatly expanded in Alexandria in accordance with 
the spirit and intent of the supporters of Public Laws 815 and 874. As evi- 
dence of this the following table is presented : 


Tag rates 








1950 1958 
REAL ESTATE | 
School purposes. ________- SSP Pier <3 08 Pe ‘ | $1. 32 $1. 96 
ES EES é 1.43 1.19 
ON ia ce Seid fe a eS te be se 5 daa negouas | 2.75 3.15 


School purposes. .............-.---- D5 p<.adhasbhbbemndy facade diss a aipi 1.45 2.17 
General purposes-_-.-_-.-.------- } 1.5 








From the above you will note that a total overall local effort for schools has 
materially increased over the past 8 years. This increased local expenditure 
has been in addition to school funds granted by the Federal Government. 

Another factor in this whole problem to the Alexandria government is the 
exemption provided under the Soldiers and Sailors Civil Relief Act. Under the 
provision of this law, military personnel are exempt from payment of local 
automobile tax and local personal property tax as well as State income tax in 
so many cases. During the year 1958, 2,007 military personnel received free 
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automobile license tags and paid no direct local tax. These folks represent 
but a part of the tax-free federally related population within our city. Using 
just the number of people referred to above who called at City Hall and ob- 
tained a free license tag and using one child per family at the current school 
pupil cost of $355 per child, the school cost amounted to over $712,485 last year 
for this group alone. The above cost does not take into consideration the debt 
service cost on bonds issued to construct new school buildings. Taking the 
above into consideration, along with the indirect pressures on our school facili- 
ties caused by the children of other Federal employees impacted into the local 
area, it becomes increasingly evident that the position of the Alexandria gov- 
ernment in opposing the discontinuance of Federal school funds is more than 
justified. 

It should also be remembered that there are many millions of dollars of tax- 
free Federal Government properties located within the city. In addition to oc- 
cupying valuable property which might otherwise be devoted to taxable activi- 
ties, the city provides municipal services for these installations. As evidence of 
this, the recent move to discontinue the fire department at Cameron station is 
cited. Also we would like to point out that the departmental services of the 
city of Alexandria have been made available to Federal installations in the 
northern Virginia area. In the recent Pentagon fire, five companies from Arling- 
ton County were aided by three companies from Alexandria City. 

No doubt all of these factors were considered at the time the funds from 
these public laws were made available. With the same conditions existing 
today and with the services being required of a higher standard than those 
furnished at the time these laws were passed, it is our hope that no change wiil 
be made which would decrease or discontinue the Federal assistance now 
granted. 

It is my opinion that the governing body of the city of Alexandria wishes to 
emphasize the difference between Federal aid to education and Federal aid to 
impacted areas. Our plea for the continuance of Federal aid to impacted areas 
is not intended as an expression of interest and support of Federal aid to general 
education throughout the Nation. 





STATEMENT TO THE GENERAL EDUCATION SUBCOMMITTEE BY Ray E. Resp, SuPER- 
INTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, ARLINGTON COUNTY, VA. 


Mr. Chairman, the Arlington County School Board has asked me to submit 
the attached statistics to you in relation to the present proposal regarding Fed- 
eral aid to federally impacted areas under the provisions of Public Laws 815 
and 874. 

These statistics show, in accordance with Public Law 874, that 56.9 percent of 
the 23,133 children in Arlington schools have parents working for the Federal 
Government. Very few of these parents live on Federal property. Whether 
these parents live on or off Federal property, Arlington County is still responsible 
for the education of their children, a responsibility brought about by the influx 
of Federal workers desiring to live in Arlington. The school population has in- 
creased from 7,979 in 1940 to 23,133 at the present time. 

The adult educational level in Arlington is comparatively high. The median 
number of school years completed by its residents, in accordance with the 1950 
U.S. census, is 12.7 years. The corresponding figure for the United States is 10 
years. Because of this high educational level a higher standard of public edu- 
cation is demanded. To furnish such a program requires an expenditure of 
approximately $505 per year per child. : 

If the revenue which has been received under Public Law 815 and 874 for the 
past 7 years is reduced it will place an undue burden on the tax structure of 
Arlington County. While Arlington is recognized as a comparatively wealthy 
community, the main source of income is from taxes on real and personal prop- 
erty from homeowners and not from industry. 

In order to provide adequate school facilities for children in this community, 
of which more than half are federally connnected, Arlington has, in the past 
10 years, voted and sold bond issues of more than $26,900,000. 

A decrease in revenue from the Federal Government could do only one of two 
things; either reduce the standard of education or unduly increase the tax bur- 
den on the homeowners. 

Arlington County contains 25.3 square miles of which 18 percent or 4.6 square 
miles are federally owned. If the property which is federally owned was avail- 
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able to Arlington County for tax purposes, it would more than offset the funds 

being received from the Federal Government under Public Laws 815 and 874. 
You are respectfully requested not to approve any reduction in Federal aid to 

federally impacted areas, but to continue the present provisions under Public 


Laws 815 and 874 on a permanent basis. 


ARLINGTON CoUNTY SCHOOL BOARD, ARLINGTON, VA. 
ITEM I.—(A) Population data 













































































Year Total | School 
SOE EE ES ESS ne ee a nt 57, 000 7,979 
Ege ei <b le RSS SSS Re, NA eae 171, 500 23, 133 
DG, Sintec wtdls citerinimbimndntmmmahiseenvbtnnaneeoneete 114, 500 15, 154 
(B) Federally connected children, 1958-59 
ADA Percent of 
(adjusted) final ADA 
June 1959 
=—— 7 
SE eer Ce ae Se Te 2 ee ee RE ee 147 0.6 
nition Lich oh ithnh ilibnnnty ida ta hb iannecoebnanieetcne enon 0 
(SEE ua Each aegis Sie RDI ER EES eee RAE Beet 11, 975 55.3 
Re etic Le en Se all tli teak | 12, 123 55.9 
IreM II.—Eapenditure data, 1958-59 
a I iin sa dp aes eri inci ellen Sita $9, 494, 314. 50 
Ey REIN INT GING WIC ass re ernest 2, 204, 817. 99 
ee Ue eis Sn eencntrp era meintade 11, 699, 132 .49 
IremM III.—Cost per pupil data 
Total cost Current expense 
Sources a a 
Per pupil | Percent Per pupil Percent 
Local Reh ON Ce tee EE, ob $368. 55 72.9 $273. 24 66. 6 
CER E E RS RISES ee Bas Se 73. 61 14.5 73. 61 17.9 
| RR CRESS EEN Sel eRe ae ee TSE ERE 63. 57 12.6 63. 57 15.5 
a -_ — supmcetaninomapeapeneseaian = 
DR os ccc ccdbswarreucsswaiudocsennber 505. 73 | 100. 0 410. 42 100. 0 
Item 1V.—Taz rate per $100 of assessed valuation 
School tax City or Total 
county tax 
NONE onic; scibdnnthdomnnniaahsisidebnenatenennmnas: $2. 07 $1. 47 $3. 54 
NE nv coundbonamcuterteeehniinbnaenkebihane sagene 2.45 1, 94 4.39 











TNE oe 


a Sas 








Jy Th 


ee 
= 


a £2 2 a ee eee oe 








fei oae 


o_|w id 


— | we we 


ay bebe 


eA a Te 





ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 249 


Item V.—Public Law 874—Anticipated revenue 






































Estimated payments 
Year 
Present law |Proposed law} Difference 
H.R. 7140 
a oc od agcubwniatbe nda casa dade ceeeeewees Seer 
IE on anitine ue cenbmabcan wiewicuimea iia a ode aehate anced aaiae 1, 400, 000 ~ $1, 156, 594 $243, 406 
EEE Se a ae ee ee eee: 1, 380, 000 900, 000 480, 000 
Sn nd cide cian cn ecaeteawawenasawdiawkubaaaiaminnnel 1, 360, 000 900, 000 460, 000 
Panda sp thn ccdd cnnepaddndssesdnadaaesacdiaswspamgesannn 1, 340, 000 900, 000 440, 000 
Irem VI.—Construction funds, July 1950 to June 30, 1959 
| 
Amount Percent 
— 6s stati SS ee 
SER eee eee OE LF a eee LES, SE Ta el al | $27, 583, 916. 30 79.3 
State-_..-- Wiss esndeschieece Rebtel oe ha cieecini a aikeale saw bmn Sania -| 1,773, 540.32 5.1 
a heindeaeeeemshak oan ivck iqusksumunadauaimee Ee ee -| 5,436, 254. 94 15.6 
0 Ee Oe ee SR a EY aE SOT aS ae eee 34, 793, 711. 56 100.0 





STATEMENT TO THE GENERAL EpUCATION SUBCOMMITTEE BY T. C. WILLIAMS, 
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, ALEXANDRIA, VA. 


Mr. Chairman, it has been brought to the attention of the Alexandria, Va., City 
School Board and the school officials of the city that amendments to Public Law 
874 as proposed in H.R. 7140 are under study by your committee as the basis of 
a report dealing with the effect of these proposed changes upon the revenue 
derived from Public Law 874 in the impacted areas directly concerned. 

This communication is to apprise you and your committee of the effect of such 
amendments as are being proposed in H.R. 7140 will have in Alexandria, Va. 
Alexandria is, as you know, one of the areas severely affected by Federal activity. 
We find that 42 percent of our entire school enrollment consists of federally con- 
nected pupils. This is almost half of our total enrollment. We also find that 
the contribution of the Federal Government toward carrying the burden of our 
enrollment is only about 11 percent. This is a large discrepancy in percentages 
which indicates that the greater part of the burden imposed by federally con- 
nected pupils in this city is already being carried by agencies other than the 
Federal Government. This is the situation as of now. If the amendments pro- 
posed in H.R. 7140 are adopted this state of affairs would be greatly aggravated. 

Of course, since the objective of H.R. 7140 is to reduce the amount of funds 
paid to the participating school systems, Alexandria will suffer a loss the first 
year and all of the other years. The loss for the first year will be $160,000. This 
is particularly serious as our budget for the 1959-60 fiscal period has been made 
up, passed and we bave been operating under it since July 1, 1959. There has 
been no time to adjust to a loss of the magnitude of that stated above. It would 
be disastrous. The result would be a drastic reduction in teachers’ salaries, 
as there is no other place from which to take it. Other parts of the budget 
are too tightly drawn already and cannot be reduced further. 

Losses in succeeding years will be about as follows, as well as we can esti-- 
mate: 1960-61, $445,300 ; 1961-62, $456,250. 

Under such conditions it is not only reasonable but morally imperative that 
there should not be any step taken to reduce the already small contribution made 
to relieve a heavy federally imposed burden, quite the contrary. The loss of over a 
million dollars in a 3-year period would be a staggering blow to the operation of 
the city school system, already laboring under a heavy burden imposed by a heavy 
load of Federal pupils and meager support for them. 

The City School Board of Alexandria, Va., cannot contemplate such a reduc- 
tion without vehement and earnest protest as being unreasonable and unjust. 
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I am sure that you are concerned about this matter and that you will take the 
necessary steps to bring it to the attention of those who may be able to continue 
the situation as it is without experiencing the reduction or the limiting re- 
striction. 

We hope that through our representative in the Congress and through interested 
citizens something may be done about this situation, which will bring it to a 
satisfactory conclusion. 

IteEM I.—Population data 





| Total | Schools 





40, 000 6, 000 
13, 212 


7, 212 





Federally connected children, 1958-59 





| Number | Percent 





= 
15,217 | 42 





1 Average daily attendance, 


Item II.—Ezrpenditure data, 1958-59 
I a aera Soe nips co wh enpnne meo in $4, 572, 290. 45 
Capital outlay and debt service 739, 887. 98 





Total expenditures 5, 312, 178. 48 


Irem III.—Cost per pupil (exclusive of capitalization), 1958-59 





Total cost 
per pupil 


Percent 





263. 00 
56. 87 
35. 54 


355. 41 


State sources 
Federal sources 














Irem IV.—Tasr rate per $100 of assessed valuation 





School tax City or 


county tax 








i CIEE ono sons eonntnnscomnsee~<s 


a natiniacinwennitnasiegerenessieemanean = 


$1. 82 
2.32 


$0. 93 


1.18 
| 





Item V.—Public Law 874 anticipated revenue 





Present law 


Proposed 
amendment 


Difference 








$578, 000 
595, 000 
610, 000 
6245, 000 


$436,000 | 


164, 700 
168, 750 


~ $159, 000 
445, 300 
456, 250 











1, 060, 550 
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IreM VI.—Construction funds since 1950 








| 
1950-51 sihdett Mettidletectealiaoduaih 
1951-52__.. ...| $231, 843.75 |......--.. || 1057-58_..- 
1952-53.....-_-| $1,940,000 |. 1] 1958-50.....--.|_- 
1953-54........| 2,310,000 | 339,075.33 |.......... || reenter 
1954-55.....--.|-- <a 59, 204. 10 | $479, 980 || Total._.| 6, 526,000 


l | 

| Local t State Federal | Year | Local State Federal 
| 
| 


————| Leeacanttones 


| 
ets See 1956-57_.......| $1, 571, 000 
} 


705, 000 


rs : | 
| TEE SE Seneng “ =m | 


| | {| | 








STATEMENT TO THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, BY IRVIN H. 
SCHMITT, SUPERINDENDENT, FALLS CHURCH PUBLIC SCHOOLS, FALLS CHURCH, 
VA. 


Mr. Chairman, Representing the Falls Church School Board, Falls Church, 
Va., I should like to submit the following information relative to the current 
proposal which aims to drastically reduce payments to federally impacted areas 
under Public Laws 815 and 874. We continue to believe that these programs for 
Federal financial assistance for school construction and current operation are 
essential to the maintenance and improvement of the educational program 
required to meet the needs of Falls Church youth in this increasingly competitive 
society which constantly demands higher standards of education. 

The critical problem of providing suitable financial support for schools stems 
from the rapid growth in the general population and number of schoolchildren 
in the city since 1940. This growth is shown in the following table. The fact that 
58 percent of these children are federally connected indicates that the impact is 
due largely to Federal employment, a responsibility for which cannot be 
ignored. Many non-Federal residents are here in order to supply essential 
services for the federally connected families. 





Public Percent Total Percent 
school increase popula- increase 
| children | over 1940 tion over 1940 
} 





379 
810 
2, 012 














In 1949, when Falls Church became a separate school division, having previously 
been a part of the Fairfax County school system, there was an immediate need 
for expanded plant facilities as well as for additional facilities in the immediate 
future. The citizens of Falls Church have supported the schools most gener- 
ously. They have approved three bond issues for school construction by large 
majorities. Since 1949 the amount of $2,678,567 has been expended for new 
facilities and an additional amount of approximately $1,200,450 will be needed 
within the next 5 years. Of the $2,678,567 spent on school facilities, the local 
community has financed $1,942,500 through bond issues, the Federal Govern- 
ment has, under Public Law 815, contributed $536,520 and the balance has been 
obtained from other sources. 

Two years ago the school board requested the city council to provide $750,000 
for school construction to meet present needs. The request was denied on the 
basis of the city council’s determination that the financial condition of the city 
would not permit. In Virginia, the debt limit for a city is 18 percent of the 
assessed valuation of real estate. At present the outstanding indebtedness of 
the city is within 5 percent of the limitation and bond authorities have advised 
against the issuance of bonds under these conditions. 

Funds for urgently needed facilities are nowhere in sight and the critical over- 
crowding in the next few years will doubtless result in serious impairment of 
educational service now provided. 

Since Government employees residing in this city continue to be professional 
people of high cultural and educational status who expect a superior type of 
educational opportunity for their children, it is incumbent upon the community 
to provide this type of a program. The Federal assistance presently provided 
under Public Laws 874 and 815 helps immeasurably to offset the cost of main- 
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taining this high standard of education, which would otherwise result in a 
greater tax burden on the people. In fact, any reduction in the Federal assistance 
as presently provided for current operation will be followed by a proportionate 
drop in the quality and scope of educational opportunity simply because the 
community cannot make up the difference if Federal funds are reduced accord- 
ing to the amendments now being proposed. After the transitional year, the 
proposed amendments would substantially increase the tax rate for each $100 
of assessed valuation which presently is based on 45 percent of true value and 
is among the highest in the State. This increase in tax rate would only serve to 
preserve the status quo and allow for no increase for teachers’ salaries or much 
needed services. 

For the current fiscal year 74 percent of the money raised by taxation on real 
and personal property in the city goes for schools. 

Appended to this statement are certain statistical tables which may be of value 
to you and your colleagues as you consider the problem of Federal assistance 
to federally impacted areas and especially to Falls Church. 

We respectfully urge that you do not approve any changes in the present 
Federal aid to federally impacted areas but continue Public Laws 815 and 874 on 
a permanent basis. 

STATISTICAL TABLES 


A. Population data 
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E. Taz rate per $100 of assessed valuation, 1958-59 





















































City or 
School tax county Total 
tax 
ETE IS PRT He me Re ee eee eS NTE es $2. 00 $0. 84 $2. 84 
FN isc, cht Gacacidecoanedhudebasictjumdecabieaes 2.18 91 3.09 
IT RR AE I oe AR RE wh 2. . 83 
F. Public Law No. 874, anticipated revenue (H.R. 7140) 
Year Present law Proposed Difference 
amendment 
NE En ee ee ee SE eT ee OS CR ee eee a See ee 
| ie SR eta TRE SAA BE iy SBP ATEN TORE IE ATE GAAS 6 123, 970 $101, 722 $22, 248 
Raye aE RRS SRE ISIE te YER Pe ee ater 137, 520 68, 880 68, 640 
pe OS ee HEE rrr SEES , 280 70, 080 70, 200 
AFL TG eS eae PEN a ere 140, 640 70, 320 70, 320 
G. Construction fund, July 1950 to date 
Amount Percent 
EERE Rie ty ees ee eee ihc de doha pits eat dialed clabiacalegnchadih tbat daterseclithins bssosellicastig $536, 520 20.0 
Sica inaadiay nine Sh das inis toh trkoe a Ad Sah dad aa aaa Mey aves ia adaee eee ir cees aan 114, 375 4.3 
iE. chika cuiienia dda dieaaimam anid hath awesnG diaper n suai anteater saateemnaaae 2, 027, 672 75.7 
SINGS scsi sc enaieinclisienertld ee adeda a aaaaa bee dhe ods wance eae eanta 2, 678, 567 100.0 











STATEMENT TO THE GENERAL EpUCATION SUBCOMMITTEE, BY CARLTON C. 
MAssEY, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, COUNTY OF FarIRFAx, VA. 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Carlton C. Massey, county executive of Fairfax 
County, Va., and in that capacity I should like to submit the following comments 
relative to H.R. 7140, a bill to amend Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Fairfax County is the fastest growing political subdivision in the Washington 
metropolitan area and one of the fastest growing communities in the United 
States. This rapid population growth is due in large part to the proximity of 
the National Capital. While population growth is welcome, such rapid growth 
creates a financial burden on the community and requires expenditures for 
services far in advance of receipt of revenue from the expanding population. 

A representative of the county school board is submitting a technical and 
detailed statement showing population growth, school population growth, con- 
struction expenditures, operational costs, and debt costs for schools. I com- 
mend this statement to you for careful consideration. 

Federal impact applies not only to schools but to other governmental services 
required by an urban population. These include police, welfare, health, recre- 
ation, libraries, courts, and many others. The assistance presently being pro- 
vided by the Federal Government for education helps offset the total impact 
on such services. 

Fairfax County, and in fact northern Virginia, is basically a bedroom com- 
munity for Washington, D.C., and is not likely to receive any substantial in- 
dustrial development, thus placing the major financial burden on homeowners. 
The Soldiers and Sailors Relief Act further complicates the local revenue 
picture. 

Our county has not been reticent in shouldering its responsibility and our citi- 
zens have approved bond issues totaling $67 million since 1950 for schools, 
sewage disposal facilities, hospital, and county buildings. Our total present 
bonded debt amounts to approximately $275 per capita or 14 percent of the 
assessed valuation of all taxable property, which far exceeds the average for 
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other Virginia communities. The “true” tax rate in both Fairfax and Arlington 
Counties is already higher than any other county in Virginia. 

The board of county supervisors of Fairfax County, in order to adequately 
meet the needs for the school program and other county functions, increased 
the general county tax rate from $3.30 to $3.75 for fiscal 1959-60. The school 
board has anticipated receiving Federal funds under Public Law 815 in the 
Same manner that they have been received in the past several years and if 
these funds had not been anticipated, it would have been necessary to increase 
the county tax rate an additional 63 cents, bringing it to $4.38. It is not possi- 
ble to increase the tax levy at this time since the Virginia State Code requires 
that the tax rate be fixed prior to the beginning of the fiscal year, as has been 
done in our county. 

Failure to receive Federal aid for school operation on substantially the same 
basis as it has been received for the last several years would, therefore, leave 
our county with a 1959-60 fiscal year deficit. 

With the advent of CIA and the Dulles International Airport, Federal impact 
in our area will increase rather than decrease or stabilize. Federal activities 
are an integral part of the Washington metropolitan area and would tend to 
provide a relatively stable economy in the event of an economic recession, How- 
ever, the political subdivisions within this area are entitled to, and should have, 
Federal financial support to offset Federal impact just as the District of Colum- 
bia must have such support. 

We have made, and will continue to make, every effort at the local level to 
meet the needs of our citizens in the way of governmental services, but sin- 
cerely feel that Federal impact justifies and will continue to justify substantial 
Federal aid toward the cost of these services. 

We, therefore, respectfully request that you not approve any reduction in 
the present Federal aid to federally impacted areas, but continue the existing 
provisions of Public Laws 815 and 874 on a permanent basis. 


Mr. Battery. May I say to you gentlemen that you have made an 
effective presentation of the problems concerning the situation in 
northern Virginia. May I suggest to you, somewhat facetiously, it 
might be well for you to go into a huddle some day with your Repre- 
sentative in Congress over here and remind him that he cannot keep 
on voting to send $46 million abroad in our foreign giveaway pro- 
gram and still expect to call on the Treasury for assistance to finance 
your problems over in Virginia. It is just an inconsistency for which 
you cannot offer any explanation. 

Mr. Broyuity. May I respond to that, Mr. Chairman, by saying 
that they work on me pretty well as it is. 

Mr. Batry. The chairman is very much interested in the boys and 
girls of the Nation. If we have $46 million to spend in educational 
programs abroad, we most certainly ought to have some to take care 
of the boys and girls here in America. 

I do not offer any apologies for my beliefs. They have been known 
for years, and I shall continue to carry out my efforts to help the 
boys and girls of the Nation, and not particularly under Public Laws 
815 and 874, but on the general basis of the fact that we need to 
develop these two great resources—our boys and girls. 

Thank you for your appearance. 

Mr. Broyuiti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. RILEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Bartzy. The committee has for its next witness the Honorable 
John J. Riley, of South Carolina. I understand he has some of his 
school officials with him. 
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If you will bring them forward, Mr. Riley, we shall be glad to hear 
you tell us about the situation in South Carolina. Please come for- 
ward and join the Congressman at the table. 

Mr. Rirey. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, first I 
want to thank you for giving us this opportunity to appear before 
you in behalf of the retention of Public Laws 874 and 815 in their 
present form. 

We are particularly grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for your very 
successful leadership in providing legislation and funds for the chil- 
dren of our Federal employees, and particularly our military per- 
sonnel. 

Most of the installations in our area in the South are located in 
rural areas where the income is small and the burden of taxes is 
already high. 

As brought out by the previous speaker, a great deal of property 
has been taken off the taxbooks which formerly provided a local 
income. We are glad to have these people. Don’t misunderstand 
me. We have increased our expenditures many times to take care 
of these children and to give them an opportunity to get an 
education. 

We do need this additional Federal assistance in order to provide 
adequate educational facilities and teaching staffs. 

I want to call your attention to the fact that most of these people 
are temporary residents. They contribute very little to our local 
income from the tax standpoint, from which we get our school reve- 
nues, but all of them do pay income taxes to the Federal Govern- 
ment. Soin that way they are able to share to this extent. 

Should Federal aid be curtailed, I believe that the first curtailment 
will come in the faculties of the schools, because that is the quickest 
way in which to cut down expenditures. The buildings are already 
constructed. The classrooms are already there. 

Of course, the higher priced and more efficient teachers would be the 
first. to go, particularly those who teach science, mathematics, physics, 
and subjects of that nature on which we are so dependent in this new 
age. 

Out of the 30 impacted areas in the State of South Carolina, 13 are 
in the district which I represent. 

To give you some idea of the property which has been taken from 
the taxbooks and to show you the curtailed income, it includes some 
56,000 acres in Fort Jackson, some 240,000 acres in the Savannah 
River project, which is one of the great atomic energy installations, 
and some 3,500 acres in Shaw Air Force Base. There are other 
smaller installations in addition, such as auxiliary fields, and things 
of that nature. 

Dr. E. L. Wright, who represents the schools of the State as a whole, 
is here with most of the detailed information, and I am glad at this time 
to present to you Dr. Wright who has made a thorough study and who 
is the representative of all the school people in my State. 

Thank you very much for this opportunity. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you, Congressman Riley. 

Dr. Wright, you may proceed with your testimony. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWARD L. WRIGHT, SUPERINTENDENT SCHOOL 
DISTRICT 2 OF RICHLAND COUNTY, COLUMBIA, S.C. 


Mr. Wrieur. Thank you very much, Mr. Riley. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, after such an able 
presentation by the Honorable John J. Riley, of Congressional District 
2 in South Carolina—and incidentally while not an old college mate of 
mine we graduated from the same school and felt close to each other 
through the years—it is certainly a task to take up and carry on. 

As Mr. Riley has told you, I am Edward L. Wright, superintendent 
of the school district 2 of Richland County, S.C. I appreciate the op- 
portunity to present for your consideration testimony in opposition 
to the proposals for amending Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 as 
embodied in H.R. 7140, introduced by Mr. Kearns on May 14, 1959. 

Over the past 6 years the school district 2 of Richland County has 
had an increase in enrollment of 76.6 percent. Figures released by the 
South Carolina Educational Finance Commission for the school year 
1958-59 indicate that our district had an increase in enrollment of 14.8 
percent and currently lists the school district 2 as the fastest growing 
district among the 107 school districts in South Carolina during the 
pons school year. Under these circumstances, it is obvious that we are 

aced with the following problems: 

1. Building and maintaining adequate facilities to house the children 
that are coming in increasing numbers to our schools. 

2. Providing the financial-support necessary to maintain a good edu- 
cational program of instruction. 

Our trustees have been realistic in stretching the construction dollar 
to the limit and they have practiced every sound economy com- 
mensurate with maintaining a good educational program of instruc- 
tion. That all of the high schools in the districts are fully accredited 
by the Southern Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools is an 
indication that the board has been diligent in its efforts to maintain the 
nigh standards of this agency. This has not only taxed the resource- 
fulness of the district administration but has called for the whole- 
hearted cooperation of our many friends on the National, State, 
county, and local levels. For the efforts of these friends who have 
joined us in this endeavor we are truly grateful. 

The following information indicates the sources of revenue for con- 
struction, equipment and utilities. 


APPROVED TO DATE 
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ESTIMATED AVAILABLE REVENUE FOR BUILDING NEEDS, 1959-60 


Estimated available entitlement, State educational finance commis- 








is Sa i a Oe ee ee ee $128, 790. 00 
Applications on file under Public Law 815_-- 165, 172. 00 
2 Ngai Alpe fie OE I REA Ae ALA a alle CRE a SRO a ees 293, 962. 00 
TERE ne a wikis ben ds cede ncieeucsncednaseee 20, 000. 00 
Re a ee ee a a 313, 962. 00 


We have allowed ourselves up to 15 percent of our assessed 
valuation. 

I have made out the $309,000 by a $20,000 bond issue. 

Our county alone, with several others in South Carolina, by special 
law, have been brought up to 15 percent. 

We have an estimated maintenance and operation budget for the 
1959-60 school year of $729,000 with an anticipated revenue of 
$738,000 for these expenses. You will note that there is less than a 
$10,000 margin between anticipated revenue and estimated expendi- 
tures. We have estimated $91,500 in this tight current expense 
budget from Public Law 874 and we will lose an estimated $12,009.65 
of this amount under the revision as proposed under H.R. 7140. 

To replace this loss in revenue would require an additional district 
property levy of 514 mills. District 2 is distinctly a suburban and 
rural area and the assessed valuation is mainly residential, which 
accounts for the seemingly small return on our special district levy. 
We will need any revenue received from a property tax increase from 
this source or from our 15 mill countywide levy to take care of our 
rapid enrollment. 

I might say at this point we have 33 mills of our 4514 county millage 
for education. We have an 8-mill special district levy on an assessed 
valuation of about $2,300,000. 

We have a 15-mill countywide levy in which we participate—— 

Mr. Battery. What is your total tax bill? 

Mr. Wricut. For the county 4514. Thirty-three of that is for 
school pu , 

Mr. Battery. That is $45 on the thousand. 

Mr. Wrieut. We have a 10-mill levy for debt service, an 8-mill 
special district levy, and then the county of Richland has three school 
districts. In districts 1, 2, and 5, in those districts as a whole the 
county will have about 70,000 and 74,000 mills of assessed valuation, 
which is a 15-mill county wide level. 

We participate in that on an ADA basis which brings us to $26, 

We have about a 3,200 average daily attendance in my district. 

The total levy in my district is 45144. In district 1 it is 68. In 
district 5 it is 46. 

As the chairman of the Federal Relations Committee of the South 
Carolina Education Association I have been asked to establish the 
position of the 30 impacted districts in the State receiving assistance 
under Public Law 815 and Public Law 874. 

These districts had a total current expense of $37,099,347 in 1957-58. 
Revenue to cover this expense included approximately $2,163,000 
from Public Law 874. 
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That was a tentative allocation submitted at the first of the year. Of 
course, that is subject to audit. 

These 30 districts are mainly suburban and rural with few industrial 
properties, thereby limiting the assessed valuation. Currently their 
estimated revenue from Public Law 874 is $2,691,424 and under the 
proposed estimated entitlement from H.R. 7140 this would be $1,941,- 
446, a percentage reduction of 27.9. 

Mr. Barry. Speaking of the Stateasa whole? __ 

Mr. Wricutr. Yes. We would lose about $749,000 under the provi- 
sions of 7140 if it were passed. 

It would be very difficult for these districts to increase millage on 
residential property sufficient to take care of this loss in revenue. 
You will find attached statements from some of these district super- 
intendents and other State leaders showing the excessive increased 
millage that would be necessary in their respective districts. It is 
obvious that they are opposed to any change which would reduce the 
assistance under these acts. 

This is one of the most serious problems that we have faced in the 
eeproebnison of public school affairs and we need your help as never 

ore. 

May I say to you, that we, the administrators of the public schools 
on behalf of the patrons and students of our State express our deep 

titude for the wholehearted cooperation given to us over the years 

y your committee. 

Before closing, Mr. Chairman, as well as I can estimate it in these 
30 districts, the federally impacted children are somewhere between 
17 and 20 percent of the total average daily attendance. 

On the basis of the 1957-58 figures, Public Law 874 contributed 
only about 5.8 percent of that $37 million current expense budget 
which those 30 districts had. 

As I previously stated, it is very difficult in these districts made up 
mainly of rural and suburban areas to increase the millage sufficiently 
to take care of any loss in revenue, and we respectfully request that 
this subcommittee do everything it can to keep 874 and 815 as they 
currently are. 

Certainly we are not in favor of seeing these bills curtailed. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Dr. Wright, for a presentation not only 
of your own district but for the entire impacted area of South Caro- 
lina. 

The committee is glad to get these statistics. I am sure they will 
be helpful in our making a determination of whether it would be 
advisable to go along with the idea of curtailing this program or 
maintaining it on its present level. 

Mr. Ritey. Might I add again, Mr. Chairman, that most of the peo- 
ple affected are temporary residents. The Government pats many of 
its military installations in the South because they find they can oper- 
ate there much more economically than they can in other areas. Of 
course, they have to locate them in more or less rural areas in order to 
get the vast acreage they need for the operation of these installations. 

These people have access to commissaries, PX’s, and things of that 
kind. A great deal of our school tax comes from our sales tax, which 
is a statewide proposition, and contributes largely to the operation of 
our schools both in the construction and operation. 
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Consequently, I think the Federal Government has a very strong 
liability in helping these schools maintain a high standard so that the 
children of these people who work for the Government and who serve 
in military installations will not be deprived of the education to which 
they are entitled. 

Mr. Battery. We appreciate your appearance here, Congressman 
Riley. 

I cannot be quite as severe in my criticism of you as I was with the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. Ritey. You go ahead and ask your question. 1 will answer it. 

Mr. Batrry. I still would like to have a little better cooperation. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wrieur. Might I present some communications from several 
superintendents, Mr. Chairman, and also a table showing the per- 
centage of pupil growth ¢ 

Mr. Baitey. Without objection, all the detail you are submitting 
will be accepted for inclusion in the record. 

(The statements and table referred to follow :) 


The 10 fastest growing South Carolina school districts, 1952-58 


PERCENT PUPIL GROWTH 


District 
DO tis sh ce ed ee tee obec ck 107. 0 
Di ne tet OO. sc tacks the. eee i be ae, 101. 0 
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ON EI ccc ccinencnnncvbawienniiek cmawmwaee eee ame 61.6 
7. Charleston No. 4_------~- Ee ee a oe aE Tees | 42.8 
a rc iad d saina ced nc msien en tagniatien en cone igiek in oe antiig Rmnpininiaei dinate 39. 7 
I, Ciel shia ghd nics SR ne Oe ein yee emai pce eee 38.4 
SN RO. i oe rk aia kee weenie nnn 34. 2 
PERCENT PUPIL GROWTH, 1958-59 
a a eae aE Ny) Oe eM ek ne 14.8 
Re sre cic eins re ch ain edn Sit scm ih nn Saeed eee 12.8 
i ssc teases deren a nena eh aaa psinionne es = ncaa ge aaa AD 10. 6 
PR NE EE RT Tae aE a a er ee ee ee Se 10. 4 
I FE Pe ee ee ae ee een. Se eS 8.4 
I acai eniegesd ahah latin ectamaeleoen teith Set anni cppmnind sh alsa alttiteg: ca 8.3 
a NS SS ON Re en ee eee en See a See eeey ee eee 7.8 
OW ee ee ee ee FED SRE Nee Oe REA 5.8 
Oo ata en tt tee ls ached oe ac al spc een ea Dial a Ea ee antag creme ia ahead ang 5. 6 
ae LOS) Snr oa ee Sentero re 5. 38 


THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 
Barnwell, August 4, 1959. 
Hon. JOHN J. RILEY, 
Congressman from South Carolina, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JoHN: It has just been brought to my attention that some Members of 
Congress are again trying to reduce the aid to school districts under Public 
Laws 815 and 874 and I just wanted to drop you this note and tell you that any 
reduction in the aid given school districts will certainly play havoc with the 
schools in your congressional district. 

We receive around $30,000 for the Barnwell School District from this source. 
Williston and Blackville likewise receive certain aid under these laws. The 
other counties in your district receive certain aid under the same law and 
apparently we are all in the same boat. 
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I believe that the amount we receive for the Barnwell School District is around 
$30,000. If the law is repealed or the aid materially reduced, it would mean 
that in the Barnwell School District we would have to put on somewhere between 
10 and 12 additional mills for school purposes or cut out some of the important 
subjects taught in our schools. This would apply particularly to the more 
expensive studies being taught such as physics, chemistry, and other similar 
subjects. As you know, we live in an agricultural section, with very little 
industries, and the bulk of our tax money comes from the farms and homes. 
The farmers have made very little money and actually any number of them 
are being forced out of business and we cannot to save our lives put additional 
taxes and burdens upon these people. The only alternative would be to cut 
down the number of subjects that we teach in our schools and this is contrary 
to what the Government wants done because they try to encourage us to teach 
more of the subjects and go further into the study of the sciences. 

I write you this letter because I know of your interest in our school system 
and with the request that you use all of the power at your command to help 
defeat any effort to reduce the amount now paid to the school districts under 
this law. As a matter of fact, there should be an increase in the amount of aid 
given us. With the coming of the Savannah River plant, we were forced to 
put on additional taxes for the purpose of giving additional police protection, 
fire protection, and enlarging our sewage and water systems in order to take 
eare of the influx of people and the Government should not want us to increase 
our taxes to take care of the children of those parents now employed at the 
Savannah River plant and who pay very little taxes to our school district. This 
is true because many of them rent their homes and there are practically no 
taxes collected for school purposes from them other than the State taxes that 
they pay, such as a sales tax. It is true that a part of the sales tax money 
is used by the State government to support the schools. Our school district still 
pays a great portion of the money by way of taxes used for the operation of 
our school. Won’t you please tell the other members of our delegation from 
South Carolina how badly we need this money and have them help you in this 
fight? 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 


SUMMERVILLE ScHOOL District No. 2, 
CouNTY OF DORCHESTER, 
Summerville, 8.C., August 6, 1959. 
Hon. MENDEL L. RIVERs, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. River: Again it seems that it is necessary to request your atten- 
tion to Public Laws 815 and 874. We prefer them to stay as they are, and in 
our area particularly, since the Navy is moving in we shall need it more than 
ever. Our budgets have been made up anticipating continued Federal support 
and it would create a real hardship on Summerville to be denied help. This 
would amount to about $50,000 and practically all of our increase in enrollment 
is federally connected children. 

I know that you are very much interested in this program and the Trustees of 
Summerville School District No. 2 appreciate all you have done in the past, but 
want you to know that your continued support is needed. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
T. C. Bristow, Superintendent. 


August 6, 1959. 


Hon. Joun J. RILey, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Ritey: We understand there is to be a hearing before the House 
Subcommittee on Health, Education, and Welfare on August 11 and 12, pertain- 
ing to Public Laws 815 and 874. Our school district has qualified to receive 
$77,000 under Public Law 874 for the coming school year. If this law is amend- 
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ed or removed from the code of laws, it will mean a 6-mill increase levied on 
the people of Sumter in order to educate the Shaw Field-connected children. 
We feel that this will be a great imposition on our people. 

We are asking that you give us all the support that you can, as you have in 
the past, in continuing Public Laws 815 and 874. 

I am writing this letter at the request of Dr. L. C. McArthur, who has just 
recently been elected superintendent of Sumter City schools. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep E. WEtt1, Jr., 
Business Manager. 


Aveust 3, 1959. 
Hon. Rosert T. ASHMORE, 
State House, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ASHMORE: I am writing with reference to H.R. 7140 
which I understand is soon to come before the House. 

We estimate that under the present law with respect to Federal aid to fed- 
erally impacted areas, we shall be entitled to $125,240.88 for the school year 
1959-60. Under the provisions of H.R. 7140, we would be entitled to an esti- 
mated $99,406.37. This would result in a reduction in the amount to be received 
by this school district of $25,834.51. I am sure that you are well aware of our 
stringent financial situation brought about, in part, by our very rapid pupil 
population growth without a compensating growth in revenues. The loss of - 
nearly $26,000 in Federal aid would compound our difficulties in this respect. 

We shall appreciate it very much if you will exert your influence against the 
passage of H.R. 7140 and for retention of legislation in its present form as it 
pertains to this matter. 

Yours very truly, 
Wm. M. ALBERGOTTI, 
Coordinator of Fiscal Affairs. 


Aveust 4, 1959. 
Hon. JoHn RILEY, 
U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C. 

Dear JOHN: It appears that we need your help as never before because of 
amendments that have been introduced which will change entitlement as pro- 
vided in Public Laws 874 and 815. 

For operation and maintenance alone Aiken County would receive $60,517 less 
than we are entitled to under the above laws should these amendments pass. 

Inasmuch as our budget has been approved for the 1959-60 school term and 
in view of the fact that it is a very tight budget, we would necessarily run a 
deficit in the above amount next year. This, of course, would mean that the 
board of education would have to borrow money for the budget this year or an 
additional tax levy of approximately 3 mills would have to be instituted. For 
your information our tax levy for maintenance operation alone is 39 mills. This 
would be almost an unbearable burden on the taxpayers of Aiken County in order 
that we might maintain our current standards of education and provide educa- 
tional opportunities for the children’ of those who are in our county because 
the Federal Government installed nontaxable property therein. 

Please do everything you can to get us at least the amount we are entitled 
to under the existing laws. 

Sincerely, 
A. J. RUTLAND, Superintendent. 


Aveust 5, 1959. 
Hon. W. J. BRYAN Dorn, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Bryan: I wish to call your attention to bill H.R. 7140. I understand 
it has the backing of Mr. Flemming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare. If this bill is passed, it will seriously reduce our income under Public 
Laws 815 and 874. 

We have already received over $16,000 and are due approximately $9,000 more 
under Public Law 874. If this bill is passed, it will reduce my income to almost 
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half of what I received this year. This reduction will seriously handicap my 
program and will eventually call for an increase in taxes. 

I hope you will use all of your influence to prevent this law from passing. 
The money received under Public Law 874 means a great deal to the opportunities 
of the children in McCormick County. Your efforts against the passage of H.R. 
7140 will be greatly appreciated by us. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Yours cordially, 
CHARLES M. LocKwoon, 
Superintendent. 


Information, federally connected pupils in Charleston County 



































Enrollment Average daily | Esti- 
Number | attendance mated Budget, 
of dist- | Name of district _____lentitle-| Cut current 
ricts ment expenses 
In Out In Out | 
2| Moultrie... __....-| 829 |-.......] 665 |$52, 000 |$25,000 | $507, 899 
vd 3  — aera ae 762 585 | 42,000 | 20,000 443, 832 
4 | Cooper River------- de 6, 319 130 5, 207 107 |402, 402 82, 911 2, 388, 438 
ye" le ES ie ae Si 268 18, 600 | 9, 000 304, 796 
10 | St. Andrews _._....--- cM PE 1, 249 1,193 | 82,000 | 40,000 727, 074 
20 | City of Charleston_- as 29} 1,635 26 | 1,474 |100,000 | 50,000 2, 186, 238 
as Ot, SS. U.- hiskes eee 391 363 | 36,800 | 18,000 418, O11 
ee aa Eee = 
Se eee ee 6,348 | 5,217 5,233 | 4,655 |733, 802 |244, 911 6, 976, 285 
} | | | | | 








AueGustT 5, 1959. 
Hon. Joun J. RILeEy, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear JouN: It is my understanding that hearings before the House Subcom- 
mittee on Health, Education, and Welfare will be resumed on August 11 and 12 
in connection with proposed reductions under H.R. 7140 in aid from Public Laws 
874 and 815. 

The entitlement for this school district under Public Law 874 for the past year 
approximates $200,000. Proposed reductions would reduce our entitlement by 
approximately $100,000 for the 1959-60 school year. This would be disastrous 
to our budget, as it was necessary to include this anticipated revenue in order 
to balance income with essential expenditures. 

Mr. Edward L. Wright expects to be in Washington next week and will repre- 
sent us before the subcommittee. We shall greatly appreciate all the support 
that you can give him. 

With kind personal regards, I am, 

Yours sincerely, 
Guy L. Varn, Superintendent. 


AvucGust 5, 1959. 
Hon. J. J. Rey, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 

Reduction of Public Law 874 proposed under H.R. 7140 would mean estimated 
entitlement of $54,071.22 for District 5 of Richland County in 1959-60 reduced 
to $30,666.67, an estimated loss of $23,404.55. Such a substantial loss would 
necessitate drastic retrenchment in instructional and operational programs cur- 
rently offered to a burgeoning student population. 

I have asked Prof. E. L. Wright to state our case and plead for no reduction 
upon his Washington visit. 

Your interest and your efforts in our behalf are always appreciated. 


J. R. ARNOLD, 
Superintendent, Lower Richland School District No. 5, Richland County. 














my 


ng. 
ies 








ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 263 


BLACKVILLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Blackville, 8S.C., August 6, 1959. 
Congressman JOHN J. RILEY, 
Congress of the United States, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. RILEY: It has come to my attention that efforts are being made to 
reduce the aid under Public Laws 815 and 874. I am sure I do not have to tell 
you what would happen to our local tax situation if this reduction is made. 
Because of the administration and operation costs necessary to run our new and 
enlarged schools we are already operating in the red. Next year we'll probably 
have to add 8 to 10 mills to pick up the deficit we are now running and if our 
815 and 874 aid is cut we’ll have to add an additional mill for every thousand 
dollars cut off. 

Your past efforts are greatly appreciated and I’m sure you'll do everything 
within your power to give us the full amount of aid from Public Laws 815 
and 874. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
L. D. JONES. 


Estimated reduction of payments to the school districts of Richland County, S.C., 
assuming revision of Public Law 874 under H.R. 7140 




















| | 
| Estimated | Estimated Estimated Estimated 
District | average daily | present entitlement loss 
attendance ! entilement | if cut 
a ee ee con Ge $55, 052. 07 $43, 042. 42 $12, 009. 65 
| Out..-- 44 
kg, ee ae Pee ee ee er ee = 38 54, O71. 22 30, 668. 67 23, 404. 55 
| Out bh 749 | 
et Ree eee Ce ee pid comida’ ....-| In....-. 5236 | 222,782.95 | 122,972.99 99, 809. 96 
Out.... 2, 543 | 








1 These figures refer to students under subsec. 3(b)2._ Pupils under subsec. 3(a) are not included in the 
above figures. Payments for children whose parents both work on and live on Federal property are not 
reduced. 

Mr. Baitey. We have next Mr. William Simmons, superintendent 
of schools, Romulus, Mich. 

The Chair would like to observe at this point that I have visited the 
area that Mr. Simmons is representing and I know something about 
the conditions in the district. 

We would appreciate this opportunity to have you to bring us up to 
date on the situation. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM SIMMONS, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, ROMULUS, MICH. 


Mr. Simmons. Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to come before this committee and say a few words this 
morning. 

Knowing that the chairman and members of the committee have 
visited our area in the State of Michigan I am going to say at this 
time that I feel that the days that you reserved for us during the past 
testimony and the extensive testimony you were willing to hear us pre- 
sent during the past hearing still stands. 

I do not feel it is necessary for me to go into the same kind of detail 
because I feel we have presented a case for the industrial contract sec- 
tions of Public Laws 815 and 874. 


45135—59——_18 
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I think the case is the same in the State of Michigan as it has been 
during the past 2 year period during which time you have heard con- 
siderable testimony; and, as you have indicated, you have made con- 
siderable investigation in the local area itself. 

I do want to say this: Mr. Shain, president of my board of educa- 
tion, has been asked to testify at this time along with me. Mr. Shain, 
because of circumstances beyond his control, will be unable to be here 
but he asked me to extend his regrets in this matter and to say a good 
word for the work that this committee has done in the past. 

What I have done, along with Mr. Shain, is to prepare a joint state- 
ment which I would like to submit for the record. 

As you know, the sections of the laws we are interested in are the 
industrial contract sections. These are called the twilight sections of 
the act, sir, but I think the record speaks for itself. 

I was interested to notice in the commissioners’ report for the period 
ending June 30, 1958, that we still had 23,431 industrial impact eligible 
boys and girls under these two laws. 

I think this would clearly indicate to the committee that there is a 
need still for this kind of legislation, and I would point out, as the 
Chairman has earlier today, that with the expanding military budget 
that we look at each year as Congress comes along, we know there will 
be continued industrial impact. 

During the past few years I have been doing an extensive study of 
the history of this legislation, and it would seem to me that the type 
of very fine legislation that has been written throughout these two 
laws should be retained without any question. 

If one goes back into the history we know the chaos that there was 
because of lack of this kind of legislation. I would hold it is just 
prudent judgment to keep these laws alive if only a handful of eligible 

upils are found and only a few classrooms are built because we never 
oe when this need will arise. 

If we have to wait for extensive new legislation I am sure that the 
chairman knows the situation that would exist. 

Quite frankly, sir, I think my statement will cover our feelings. I 
do want to indicate that I speak not only for my own school district 
but I have had the pleasure of serving as the chairman of the group of 
federally affected school districts in Michigan for the past 3 years, and 
I am sure this presents their viewpoint. 

As far as specific information concerning individual school districts, 
this is a matter of record before the committee, and I would also like 
to say that Dr. O’Leary, of Garden City, Mich., presented a specific 
case in analyzing the situation that was in Garden City, Mich., and 
this case is comparable to the case found in the other impacted school 
districts. 

I would be glad to answer any questions, Mr. Bailey, should there 
be questions. 

I am sure you are completely familiar with and aware of the situa- 
tion in Michigan. 

Mr. Bamzy. Just how much damage would 714 do here? 

Mr. Summons. It would wipe out completely the industrial con- 
tract sections of both laws and it would make Federal aid, with the 
exception of those areas which are immediately adjacent to our mili- 
tary bases, inoperative in the State of Michigan. 
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Mr. Baitzy. We appreciate your appearance here, Mr. Simmons. 

I think the committee is quite familiar with the situation in those 
areas surrounding Detroit and other industrial areas of Michigan. 

We will give due consideration to your statement. 

Mr. Summons. We certainly appreciate the fine consideration you 
have given us in the past, sir. 

ae Baitey. You may offer that statement to be filed as part of the 
record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM SIMMONS, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS AND HERBERT F. 
SHarn, ScHoot Boarp Trustec, RomvuLtus Townsuie ScHoot DIstrict, 
RoMvUtvs, MIcH. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, this opportunity to appear 
once again before your subcommittee to discuss legislation that proposes amend- 
ments to Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Congress, is very much appreciated. 
These two laws have been most effective in the State of Michigan since their 
inception. The schoolmen of the State of Michigan who have been part of this 
program are in complete agreement that any attempt to amend or delete the 
sections of these two laws under which Michigan school districts have received 
Federal assistance should be vigorously opposed. 

This statement in opposition to the legislation proposed in H.R. 7140, will 
deal particularly with the sections that would eliminate Federal assistance to 
school districts who have been impacted where parents have moved into an 
area to work for a Government contractor. The other sections of the proposed 
legislation have been dealt with by school representatives from many parts of 
the Nation. We, as schoolmen interested in the continuation of legislation that 
is good for boys and girls, would like to have it made a matter of record that we 
concur with the statements opposing changes to the other sections of the laws. 

It is not our intention this morning to go into extensive detail concerning 
the operation of these two programs in the State of Michigan. I am sure the 
members of the committee will remember the extensive testimony offered to 
this committee during both the morning and afternoon sessions of the subcom- 
mittee on January 28, 1958, by a seven-man panel of Michigan school repre- 
sentatives. The testimony by the panel was made to cover all aspects of the 
legislation as it was applicable to the State of Michigan. 

The proposals in H.R. 7140 that would have direct effect on Michigan school 
districts are contained in those sections that would completely eliminate Fed- 
eral assistance to school districts who received a substantial increase in school 
enrollments because of the contract activity of the Federal Government. The 
legislation proposed by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare that 
was under consideration by this committee last January proposed the two laws 
be amended to eliminate these same two sections of the laws. The committee, 
after hearing extensive testimony relative to the real worth of these two par- 
ticular sections of the present law extending the existing legislation and im- 
proved section 305(a)3 of Public Law 815 by eliminating the controversial and 
unworkable Presidential declaration clause. 

Michigan school districts are still making application under the defense 
contract sections of both laws. Some school districts have qualified for construc- 
tion aid. Many others have not qualified because they have been unable to meet 
the necessary qualifying percentages. We are not asking that the percentage 
requirements as they stand in the existing legislation be changed even though 
we are aware that these percentages are the highest qualifying requirements 
contained in any section of the law. These requirements have been met in past 
years, and we feel it is safe to consume these requirements will be met again 
in the future. 

The defense employment situation in the State of Michigan at the present 
time is at a relatively low level; however, it should be pointed out that defense 
employment over a period of the past 8 years has been one of fluctuation. The 
downtrend in defense employment over the years has been very uneven. It 
should also be pointed out that the substantial increase in defense workers 
experienced in 1953 was felt at the same time that industries in Michigan pro- 
ducing consumer goods were also expanding to the point where the actual 
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indigenous labor force was fully employed. This caused a substantial raise in 
immigration of workers from without the State into the Michigan labor market. 
This large increase in the labor force caused by the out-of-State workers still 
has a tremendous impact on the Michigan employment situation. Actually, no 
school district has to our knowledge suffered a decrease in school enrollment 
because of the loss of defense contracts that brought the families into the school 
district of Michigan. In fact, the children of these workers have now become 
what is known in the administration of these laws as non-Federal children. 

In recent months Michigan industries have begun to receive a series of new 
defense contracts. These contracts are in new defense areas, since it is quite 
evident that the defense program has shifted from one of armored equipment 
to that of missiles. This type of shift can have a tremendous impact on certain 
school districts who have never before been impacted by the contract activity 
of the Federal Government. New industrial operations also require in many 
instances skilled workers that many times have to come from without the 
existing labor market of a particular manufacturing area. These workers from 
without the labor market form the impact felt by local school districts. 

The U.S. Office of Education, on June 30, 1958, reported that Michigan school 
districts had received a total of $36,423,197 in construction aid under all sections 
of Public Law 815. During the past 2 years Michigan school districts have 
received $6,618,957 in construction aid, of which $5,784.763, was directly allo- 
cated under the defense contract section of the law. 

The fact that some school districts have qualified under the defense contract 
section of the laws would seem in the minds of reasonable people sufficient rea- 
son to continue these sections of the laws. At a time when our Government is 
spending a record amount on the national defense budget, it would seem the 
legislation as it now stands, is on excellent protection against the serious school 
situations that occurred from 1940 to 1950 because of the lack of comprehen- 
sive programs of assistance to federally impacted school districts. This legisla- 
tion is now on the books and can be used at any time a school district can 
meet the basic qualifying requirements. If no school district meets the require- 
ments, no funds will be paid out under these sections of the law. If one school 
district in the United States is able to meet the requirements and needed class- 
rooms are built for boys and girls, the legislation is certainly most worthwhile. 

It would seem the proposed amendments are an attempt to change the basic 
philosophy under which these two laws were initially enacted. A complete re- 
view of the testimony taken by the various subcommittees in 1949 and 1950, 
clearly indicate that these two laws were written to satisfy two areas of need; 
(1) areas that suffered financial burdens as a result of the acquisition of real 
property by the United States, and (2) areas that were impacted by an influx 
of people into an area because of the results of Federal activity. The legislation 
proposed in H.R. 7140, recognizes only the in-lieu-of-tax provisions of the two 
laws. It is our feeling that the substantial increase in school enrollments caused 
by any Federal activity is of equal importance. It should be added that the 
generalizations made concerning the reimbursement rates as applied to the 
figures offered by the Bureau of Census certainly do not have application in spe- 
cifie instances that are found in bedroom communities in and around areas of 
Federal activities. 

The legislation now in effect has certainly done a tremendous amount of good 
for boys and girls in many school districts throughout the Nation. The legisla- 
tion has been carefully reviewed and refined to its present excellence. We con- 
tend the legislation should remain on the books in its present form to do good 
whenever and wherever the qualifying conditions of the laws can be met. 

Once again May we say we appreciate this opportunity to present the viewpoint 
of a number of Michigan schoolmen in this general manner. We would remind 
you that specific testimony regarding a specific school district was offered by 
Dr. E. J. O'Leary, superintendent of schools in Garden City, Mich. The case that 
Dr. O'Leary outlined for Garden City in regard to tax effort, increased school en- 
rollments, and low local valuations in the same story that is presented by almost 
every Michigan school district qualifying under the two laws. We feel the com- 
mittee has before it a complete record of the Federal assistance program in the 
State of Michigan. Should there be any questions regarding our testimony, 
we would be more than pleased to give our answers as needed. 


Mr. Barry. Our next witness is Congressman E. Y. Berry of 
South Dakota. 
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STATEMENT OF E. Y. BERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank you for the 
opportunity to appear before you to present my views, and those of 
school officials in my State, on H.R. 7140. 

I have received letters from almost every superintendent in fed- 
erally impacted areas, all opposing the measure. Personally, I feel 
the Federal Government has a responsibility to these school districts 
to carry out the provisions of Public Laws 874 and 815, and the cut 
in funds proposed would seriously handicap their operations. 

Ervin Peregrine, consultant in the South Dakota Department of 
Public Instruction, Pierre, S. Dak., has made a study of the school 
districts affected by this law in South Dakota. His report shows 
that 42 school districts have been allotted $1,443,203.79 for the 1958- 
59 school fiscal year, and that 11 additional districts have applica- 
tions pending. Under the provisions of H.R. 7140, 3(b) pupils will 
receive 20 percent less when the Federal property is located within 
the school district, and 50 percent less when the property is located 
outside the school district. South Dakota school districts will, there- 
fore, lose $272,021.61 or 18.84 percent of their present allocation under 
the proposed amendment. 

As Mr. Peregrine pointed out in his statement, H.R. 7140 would not 
affect local school districts as much in those States which have a high 
percentage of school costs supplied by State aids, as compared to a 
State like South Dakota where 85 percent of the costs come from local 
school district tax. The blow to South Dakota school districts would 
be tremendous. Below is a table which lists the loss by school districts 
in South Dakota. 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, PIERRE, S. DAK. 


Effect of H.R. 7140 on 3(b) children in South Dakota federally affected school 
districts if it becomes a law as it was introduced 








Ba l 
| Number of| Allotment (‘Loss to district 


| | 3(b) pupils | made to dis- | under provi- 
Name ofcounty | Name of federally aifected school listed on | tricts by U.S. | sions of H.R. 
district the 1958-59 | Office of | 7140 for 3(b) 

Federal Education | pupils 


| application | 








Bennett. Bennett County Independent... ___._-! 9. 80 $2, 772. 50 272. 12 
| Martin Community ‘ seatal 30.90 | 9, 057. 28 858. 03 
Brule_____.._......| Chamberlain Independent. -_- eS sis th dhety eanelend 
Buffalo Elvira Independent No. 4 _-- 4 | 5, 553. 60 
Charles Mix_ -_- Geddes Independent Bs € ares De = eet ERTS", P lees 
Lake Andes Independent. - - -| 22. 00 | &, 885. 76 1, 527. 24 
Pickstown Independent. ____-__--- ; } 33, 036. 80 |..........- Sarl 
Ravinia Independent. -.-._---- ----| So eee — 55. 53 
Wagner Independent caeaatabiok 45. 29 | 6, 386. 64 1, 257.6 
Wahehe Community No. 83___......-.|.....----.--| TY) eee eee 
Cley .... a Vermillion Independent..............-|_.-- tha a 2 Soe dainty 
Corson.............| MeIntosh Independent ____..__..-._-| 111.95 | 29, 711. 76 | 3, 108. 62 
McLaughlin Independent...........-. 81. 10 11, 107. 20 2, 251. 98 
Smee Independent __.-.............-- | 154. 65 9, 163. 44 4, 294. 32 
Custer. ............| Custer Independent ._................ 49. 20 7, 342. 48 3, 415. 46 
Dewey.........-.--| Eagle Butte Independent. -_____....-- 53. 51 39, 985. 92 945. 86 
Lantry__.__--. pt ie | DLLs RRS ee ee fy See eee Oa 166. 60 
I eh id te win avu 6< dhmies | eo) es aes 377. 10 
Fall River. .....-... Ardmore Community--.--.........-.-- Pe RAR IE, RA Se a i os, oe SE Tle tn 6 28 
ee I S562, J. cabin gba ded dunce <ddddstdsaiinitnenedeadedsaanee 
Edgemont Independent---_........-.-- 116. 86 15, 827. 76 8, 112. 42 
Hot Springs Independent. -.--.-..-.-.- | 233. 20 38, 458. 68 6, 475. 49 
PTOVO TMGOPORGONE.. . . 2... cccnccccee 6.00 144, 393. 60 166. 60 
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Effect of H.R. 7140 on 3(b) children in South Dakota federally affected school 
districts if it becomes a law as it was introduced—Continued 




















Number of| Allotment Loss to district 
3(b) pupils | made to dis- under provi- 
Name of county Name of federally affected school listed on | tricts by U.S. | sions of H.R. 
district the 1958-59| Office of 7140 for 3(b) 
| Federal Education pupils 
application 
_ s ka OE San eee af A eee 
SS S Saaen Blunt Independent---_-............-..- 18.73 2, 409. 12 $1, 300. 23 
i ee Al TAT AY PAPER bale ile MLS eA Re eM 
RES BRET OE EN SE: RE SAT 
ES EES ES RS ee eee 
Pierre Independent-.-.........-.-...-- 462.17 98, 854. 08 32, 083. 84 
pee Interior Independent....-......-....-. 41.65 5, 603. 08 2, 891. 34 
Lawrence. .......-- Boulder Park Independent...._.....-- th RS ES 791. 38 
Nemo Community No. 55..........--- |S SSeS eas 2, 047. 89 
White Wood Community. 2 29. 50 4, 165. 20 2, 047. 89 
REE Be ne Dd BL. al lenbcewrasuted eval uandbuabecsbesds 
ES EEE, ea EEE EEE ET RS PL ae 
Piedmont Independent---........-..-- 9. 00 1, 564. 92 624. 78 
Sturgis Independent. --.......---..-.-- 221. 60 38, 724. 54 15, 383. 47 
Biolisite.......non.-. Se O'S eee 9. 90 7, 497. 36 274. 
Cody Community No. 7....---------- 14.10 1, 943. 76 319. 52 
| aoe Running Bird No. 18___. .-..-..--.---- SY eee $22. 10 
White River Independent-_.._..._...- 15. 02 8, 746. 92 417.07 
Wood Independent No. 1.-.--......-.- |} ee See 352. 65 
See Flandreau Independent. --............- 16.17 15, 550. 08 449. 00 
Pennington-_..__-- I a 2 0k Ee ah feck obbbnldontirelshoceskmumupeaee 
Cleghorn Community No. 22_......_.- 15. 27 2, 082. 60 106. 00 
Douglas Community No. 3__....-...-- ceubnkitnwes ec eae 
Fairview Community No. 15__-..----- Ff ee 1, 659. 13 
Hill City Independent No. 10 ate 23. 00 1, 593. 32 1, 596. 66 
New Underwood No. 23_.....-..----- 60. 00 7, 913. 88 4, 165. 20 
OE eee ee EPO ES IRE P88 LE SE a 
Rapid City Independent-_.._...._._-- 1, 650. 45 248, 801. 28 114, 574. 23 
Rapid Valley Community-_--......--- 18. 85 2, 499. 12 1, 308. 56 
et Lemmon Independent---__-...-.....-- BER olde. FE STE. Re ROR ee 
| BEEONERSE ES Gettysburg Independent--_-..........- 20. 08 5, 414. 76 1, 393. 95 
Ear Easter Community No. 53____.....--- i) = die neet a 47.2 
Longhollow Community No. 60._....- TD Sivemmdnghccukedeie 194. 37 
Sisseton Independent----_.........---- 88. 62 8, 608. 08 6, 152. 00 
Shannon. -._.......- oe ke eT oh sipuiapa kl ukbeasnnassliess Leameedeihemeatenes 
ee Bad River Community --.-..........- 19. 00 2, 776. 80 1, 318. 98 
Fort Pierre Independent No. 1..-_.-.-- 299. 00 41, 513. 16 20, 756. 58 
_ Ee Todd County Independent. --....._-- 163. 02 149, 635. 97 4, 526.73 
Walworth.__....... Mobridge Independent No, 13----.---- 210. 00 29, 017. 56 14, 578. 20 
Washabaugh.__.____ Washabaugh Unorganized -_-_._.....-- 81. 20 25, 407. 72 2, 254. 76 
I i aencominss Yankton Independent No. 1......---- 31.00 1, 943. 76 2, 152. 02 
ilo a Nia A Dupree Independent No, 12.........-- 32. 40 12, 748. 28 899. 68 
Fairview Community No. 3_.........- 20. 80 2, 688. 32 577. 57 
a) SS ee 43. 53 4, 998. 24 1, 208. 7 
SE tick noel Medien dioceknbensdkalintenadeinan 1, 443, 203. 79 272, 021. 61 

















NorTeE.—43 districts got allotments; 10 applications pending; i8.84 percent loss. 


I would also request permission to insert in the record the attached 
statement of Robert R. Spelts, superintendent, Douglas School, Ells- 
worth Air Force Base, S. Dak., who speaks with authority on the 
operation of Public Laws 815 and 874, having worked closely with 
the program for a number of years. He is also chairman of the 
South Dakota Committee on Educational Responsibility, which in- 
cludes superintendents from all the federally affected school districts. 

Among this group is Superintendent Paul Stevens of the Rapid 
City, South Dakota, Independent School District No. 1. His recent 
letter to me is typical of those I have received from superintendents 
in my district, and I am sure will interest the committee. He directs 
attention to the problem his school district faces because of addi- 
tional pupils who will be brought in as the result of the location of a 
Titan Missile Base in the Rapid City area. I would also like to in- 


clude his letter in the record. 
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mn Thank you for the opportunity to appear before your subcommittee 


and (Phe stat these views on H.R. 7140. 
he statement referred to is as follows 3 




































STATEMENT BY ROBERT R. SPELTS, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, ELLSWORTH 
Atm Force Bass, 8. DAK. 


Douglas District No. 3 of Pennington County, S. Dak., is a common school 
district and operates a program from kindergarten through the eighth grade. 
Our school district has assumed the educational responsibility for children 
living on Ellsworth Air Force Base, adjacent housing properties and other 
federally affected pupils residing in our school district. We hereby go on 
record as being diabolically opposed to the provisions of H.R. 7140 being con- 
sidered by your committee. 


PUBLIC LAW 874 


/ eet Flt Ge 


It is our understanding that H.R. 7140 would result in a reduction from 50 
to 40 percent of the local contribution rate for pupils whose parents live on or 
work on Federal property. In our opinion this provision is most unfair. The 
Federal Government is now not fully meeting its responsibility for military de- 
pendents in this classification. I point out that the Soldiers and Sailors Relief 
Act relieves military personnel of the responsibility of paying a personal prop- 
erty tax. In our school district there are over 200 trailers in which reside 
military dependents who do not contribute 1 cent toward the education of their 
children. These people are in our school district solely because of the em- 
ployment of parents on Ellsworth Air Force Base. In our opinion the percen- 
tage of the local contribution rate for pupils who fall in this classification 
should be raised from 50 percent to 100 percent as it is action by the Federal 
Government which relieves these parents of tax responsibility. 

It is further our understanding that this legislation would reduce from 50 to 
25 percent the local contribution rate for pupils whose parents either live on 
or work on Federal property located in the district where the children do not 
attend school. In our opinion, this is contrary to the concept of Public Law 
874, where the Federal Government operates as a local taxpayer. For example, 
if John Jones owns his own home, lives in our community, and works at the 
local garage, taxes from his home contribute to the support of the educational 
program of our school district. In addition the place where he works also 
contributes to the support of the educational program of our school district. 
When Jones goes to work on Federal property regardless of what school district 
the Federal property is in, his employment no longer contributes to the tax 
support of the educational program of the school district. 


a a a 


PUBLIC LAW 815 


If our information is correct, House bill 7140 would reduce the percentage from 
95 to 50 percent of the average per pupil cost of constructing minimum school 
facilities for pupils whose parents live on and work on Federal property. In 
our school district 97.5 percent of the pupils are here because of Ellsworth Air 
Force Base. Military dependents do not bring wealth into our district which 
can be taxed for the support of public education here in South Dakota. There- 
fore, in our opinion the Federal Government should meet its full responsibility 
by not only paying 95 percent but rather 100 percent of the cost of providing 
minimum school facilities. 

The percentage reduction for pupils whose parents live on or work on Federal 
property are to be reduced from 50 to 40 percent. This is unrealistic for the 
reasons as stated above. Likewise the reduction from 50 to 25 percent of the 
cost of providing minimum school facilities for pupils whose parents live on 
or work on Federal property located in the district where the pupils do not 
attend school is not realistic in that miiltary dependents do not meet their tax 
responsibility locally. Why should any district be penalized because of where 
the child goes to school or where Federal property is located? There are only 
a very few isolated instances where military dependents live on real estate where 
they pay the real property tax. 

Our school district definitely goes on record as opposing H.R. 7140 or any 
other legislation which would reduce our eligibility under Public Laws 815 and 
874 and relieve the Federal Government of its responsibility. 
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I have been elected chairman of the South Dakota Committee on Educational 
Responsibility. This group is made up of all of South Dakota’s federally affected 
school districts. I know I speak for them when I say our committee is opposed 
to any legislation which reduces entitlements under Public Laws 815 and 874. 


Rapip Crry Pusiic ScHOOLs, 
Rapid City, S. Dak., August 7, 1959. 
Hon. E. Y. Berry, 
U.S. Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Berry: This is to inform you that the Rapid City Independent 
School District does not approve of the provisions of the House of Representa- 
tives bill, No. 7140. 

With the expected increase of 1,200 additional youngsters next year, brought 
on largely by the newly located Titan Missile Base and the normal influx of 
federally connected pupils, we oppose any revisions to Public Law 874. Further- 
more, this area cannot handle further increase in local taxes. 

We are in favor of Public Law 874 as it presently exists. 

Very truly yours, 
PavuL C. STEVENS, 
Superintendent, Rapid City Independent School District No. 1. 
Mr. Bartey. Thank you, Congressman Berry. 


Our next witness is Congressman Walter S. Baring of Nevada. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER S. BARING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Mr. Barina. Mr. George E. Harris, administrative assistant to Mr. 
R. Guild Gray, superintendent, Clark County School District, Las 
Vegas, Nev., presented to me last Monday a letter from Mr. Sherwin 
F. Garside, president, Clark County School District, in opposition to 
H.R. 7140, a bill to amend Public Laws 815 and 874 of the 81st Con- 
gress, which bill would limit payments under these laws to situations 
involving tax-exempt Federal property in providing school assistance 
to federally affected areas. 

Mr. Harris, in adition to serving as Mr. Gray’s administrative as- 
sistant, serves as president of the Nevada Association of School Ad- 
ministrators and chairman of the legislative committee of Nevada 
Education Association. He also calls attention to several situations 
which are unparalleled anywhere else in the United States and which 
would result in severe hardships should H.R. 7140 be enacted into law. 
The Atomic Energy Commission test site is so large that it extends 
beyond the borders of Clark County, and the parents of more than 
1,000 children in the Clark County schools commute daily to work on 
that site. It is impossible for them to live on that site for these 
reasons: No water is available for residential homes; the danger from 
explosions and atomic fallout is such that they would not be allowed 
there during actual test periods. Therefore, since these people must 
live at considerable distance away from the site, it is unfair for the 
community in which they live to be penalized by the terms of the pro- 
posed law seb the parents travel outside the school district for their 


employment. 

In representing other applicants of Nevada for Federal assistance, 
I wish to have put in the record that Floyd Smalley, superintendent of 
the Mineral County School District, has indicated to me by telegram 
that if the terms of the proposed law had been in effect this fiscal year 
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his district would have suffered a loss of $7,530, which would have put 
his school district in very straitened circumstances. Another tele- 
gram, from Proctor R. Hug, superintendent of Washoe County 
schools, indicates that the loss of his district by the terms of the pro- 
posed amendment for this year would have amounted to more than 
313,000. 

Mr. Harris is now in attendance at this hearing and if any members 
care to question him further he will be happy to answer any questions. 
Due to the extremely crowded calendar he is not asking to make an 
oral statement at this time. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


CLARK CouNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Las Vegas, Nev., August 7, 1959. 
Hon. WALTER S. BARING, 
Member of Congress for Nevada, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BARING: We are informed that the House Subcommittee 
on Health, Education, and Welfare is holding hearings August 11 and 12, 1959 
to gather data that bears on the proposed bill H.R. 7140 which if passed will 
reduce payments to school districts under the terms of Public Laws 815 and 
74. These laws assist schools in federally affected areas for maintenance 
and operation as well as for construction of minimum school facilities. In 
order that you may properly understand our case we submit the following facts 
to support our opposition to the proposed reduction in school assistance. 

Our school district embraces all of Clark County, Nev., under one school 
board and one superintendent. The total area is over 8,000 square miles with 
a north-south dimension of approximately 160 miles. It is mostly arid desert 
and mountain terrain, 95 percent of which is still Federal land—never having 
been taken up by private ownership nor put on the tax rolls. By reason of 
this free space the Federal Government has established no less than 18 prop- 
erties on which parents of our pupils work and/or reside. These properties 
include the great Boulder (Hoover) Dam with its lake 120 miles long and a 
huge recreation reservation around the lake, the Atomic Energy Commission’s 
Nevada test site that spills over into the next county, two Air Force bases, two 
Indian reservations, a national forest, and others. In addition there are 131 
unpatented mining claims being worked by parents of 582 more of our pupils. 
Of our 24,000 students, 5,704 or 23.76 percent are federally connected under 
the terms of Public Law 874. Federal assistance for these children amounts 
to only 6.71 percent of our yearly budget for maintenance and operation. To 
propose reduction in this assistance would still further unbalance these per- 
centages. From the most recent figures available the valuation of Federal 
property in the county if assessed as though privately owned was 64 percent of 
the assessed valuation of private property that was taxed. We are glad to 
have Federal activity here but ask that Federal responsibility not be shirked. 

Our tax rate is and has been for years at the constitutional limit of 50 mills. 
Our last bond sale of May 1956 was for $10,600,000 for school construction 
but our growth is so rapid that we ended the 1959 school year with almost 
3,000 students on double sessions. We believe we have made maximum effort 
to help ourselves and expect to continue to do so. Reductions as proposed in 
the formulas of Public Law 815 would reduce construction money by $447,- 
000 to our district if membership shown on our current application are sub- 
stantiated. We are not thoroughly familiar with conditions affecting schools 
impacted by Federal activities in other States but thoroughly believe that if 
similar conditions exist elsewhere the benefits now available through these 
laws should not be reduced. 

Attached are data sheets to give a quick summary of statistics and a com- 
parison of the present laws’ application with the reduced formulas proposed. 

We urge your full resistance to the proposed reduction in the benefits of 
these laws. 

Sincerely, 





SHERWIN F. GARSIDE, 
President, Clark County School District. 
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CLaRK County, Nev., ScHoot DISTRICT 


Public Law 815: Estimate to June 30, 1960—$1,060 is established average 
construction cost per pupil 
Increases: Present law 

















5(a)(1) 321 at 95 percent of $1,060 ($1,007) --..-.------------ $323, 247 
5(a) (2) 1523 at 50 percent of $1,060 ($580) _-___---_----------- 807, 190 
Es ES EE a Sr 2 eer y ae eye ae eR eT 1, 130, 437 
Proposed law 
S(a) (1) 321 at 50 percent of $1,060 ($580)._......_................ $170, 180 
5(a) (2) 686 at 40 percent of $1,060 ($424) _.-___---____--_-_--_---- 290, 864 
S(a) (1) 8387 at 25 percent of $1,060 ($265) _._.-.--_............... 221, 805 
ie sc nschepenes ipo uabeiawe ican 682, 799 
a a 447, 638 
Public Law 874: *LCR, $180.56 
Average daily attendance (3-count method) Present law 
OSE ES Sa Ee LE $276, 256. 80 
ee oo etshccinieminaiinaomiibataoalin 19, 771. 32 
eens G0 Dae RII I a eek eee eceeneune 830, 966. 48 
YE ETE) eR Pee Oe ee EE 626, 994. 60 
BR A ei EL SERRE 2 Re eee = 51, 340. 36 
Net payment hd iocbiabliphincdiinicdhdetntbhinwaniciaes wits 575, 654. 24 
Proposed law 
I a cw csi onennonamiebennennaneneniairered $276, 256. 80 
Section 3(b)1 219 at $72.22 (40 percent) _......__--._-__-.__-_-___. 15, 816. 18 
Section 3(b)1 2,626 at $72.22 (40 percent) _...--______.---___-____ 189, 649, 72 
Section 3(b)2 1,040 at $45,14 (25 percent) _-.._.._.-__-___-_--_----_ 75, 108. 80 
ELLE LLL LLL VT AEE ETT 556, 831. 50 
Deductions ALLE IO PACE RPA 51, 340. 36 
Proposed net payment _____ RES ete Rc Deed eee Ae TS 505, 491. 14 
Proposed law potential reduction__.........-..---...------ 2. 70, 163. 10 


1 Includes children connected with unpatented mining claims. 


Details of applications 
Public Law 815: 
Number 5(a)(1) children: 





























| a a ae 1, 603 
IN EE ee ee ae ee 1, 939 
SE TE a ee ae 1, 618 
Increase as per Public Law 815 terms__---..---.-----_--~-.- 321 
5(a) (2) children: 
IN Or SARI NE CI ticle Stinecencmnnmeiedamcimminan 4,101 
I a as aac is cts tns tines dhntreptaorenckcimegunidniin 4, 192 
i od eect ie Sn an ee Beane mmincip tne cnr est hint 2, 669 
Two year increase as per Public Law 815 terms - 1, 523 
Total estimated increase in Federal connected children from 1957-58 
een SE OO UNO OO, RO a een cene _. 1,844 
Percent of base year children increase__-_____-__- Pike 8. 446 
Total 5(a)(1) and 5(a) (2): 
Actual June 30, 1959_____- serials a oiiticg dating elaimial tg 5, 704 





a a aries enh rican ce aetinntpon phim dctbnddr ec oyisivericiencinenioneasi 6, 131 
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Federal connected children percent of total children : 


5, 704 
=23.76 percent 





Actual June 30, 1959 


6, 131 
Estimated June 30, 1960 —-_—— = 23. 36 percent 
26, 250 
Percent of budget for maintenance and operation receipts represented by 
Public Law 874 entitlements 1958-59 year: 


$528, 789. 40* 


$7, 882, 518. 61 
? Latest summary of entitlement from form OEA-141 (June 25, 1959). 


Mr. Battry. Thank you, Congressman Baring. 
Our next witness is Congressman John E. Fogarty, of Rhode 


Island. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. FOGARTY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Fogarty. Members of the committee, I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to appear before this subcommittee and to express my opposi- 
tion to the amendments proposed by the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare to reduce payments to federally impacted schools 
under Public Laws 815 and 874. 

As I understand the proposals, they would reduce the rate of pay- 
ment under both laws for “B” category children—those children 
who live on private property with a parent employed on Federal 
property. Under the present provision of the law the payment is 50 
percent of the local contribution rate for this category of Federal im- 
pact. Under the proposed amendment the rate of payment would be 
reduced to 40 percent of the local contribution rate for children whose 
parents are employed on Federal property located in the district where 
the child attends school, and to 25 percent of the local contribution 
rate for those children whose parents are employed on Federal prop- 
erty located outside the district where the child attends school. 

Before commenting on the other amendment I want to indicate how 
this one proposal affects the State of Rhode Island. I asked the De- 
partment to prepare a tabulation showing how this proposal would 
affect each federally impacted district in my State. That tabulation 
shows that 21 school districts are expected to receive assistance under 
Public Law 874 during the current year on behalf of some 9,000 fed- 
erally connected children, which is more than one-fifth (21-plus per- 
cent) of their total enrollment. 

Under the present provisions of the act these districts would receive 
approximately $1,472,000. Under the proposed amendments, they 
would receive an estimated $1,139,000. This is a reduction of $333,324 
or 22.6 percent. 

The Second Congressional District of Rhode Island, which I repre- 
sent in this Congress, has 15 of the 21 eligible school districts in Rhode 

Island. It is estimated that these school districts would receive under 
the current provisions of Public Law 815 approximately $690,000. 





=6.71 percent 
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Under the proposed amendments, they would receive an estimated 
$488,000. This is a reduction of $202,000 or 29.2 percent. Nine of the 
15 eligible schools districts in my congressional district would have 
their entitlements cut by 50 percent. If the payments under these 
laws are reduced, the only source of additional income to fill the gap 
is additional taxes on homeowners because the Federal Government is 
the “industry” in most of these school districts. 

Every school district would experience a reduction no matter how 
severe the Federal impact, and 10 of the 21 would have their entitle- 
ment cut in half. Newport, for example, where just about 40 of the 
school children are federally esi § would lost more than $61,000, 
and Portsmouth, which also has about 40 of its total enrollment in the 
federally impacted category, would lose more than $13,000. 

I did not receive estimates of the amount of reduction expected in 

the building aid program under Public Law 815 because it was not 
known which district would be eligible for assistance, but the esti- 
mated reduction for the entire State is $38,400, or 19.2 percent for this 
year. 
_ We are told in the justification submitted for these reductions that 
industrial or commercial property located outside the district where 
the child attends school would not be subject to taxation by that 
district. Accordingly, when the parent is employed on Federal prop- 
erty located outside the district where the child attends school, the 
Federal payment should be reduced from the present one-half of the 
local contribution rate to one-fourth of this rate. 

If the proposals were entirely logical, it would not provide for any 
payment to this category of children because the district where the 
child attends school has not suffered any loss in taxable property 
because of Federal activities. But the proposal is not lodival. It 
ignores the normal pattern of Federal impact in which the increase 
in personnel required to man the Federal activity usually is so great 
that there are not enough houses or room for them in the immediate 
area where the Federal project is located. Many of the families are 
forced to go to other communities to find housing. In these situa- 
tions is it logical to say to the school district in which the Federal 
property is located, “We will pay you $120,” for example, “for each 
school child whose parent is employed on this Federal property in 
your town,” and then say to the neighboring school districts, “We 
will pay you $75 for each school child whose parent is employed on 
the same Federal property”? But that is exactly what the proposal 
does. It costs one district just as much as the other to educate the 
federally connected children, but the proposal would pay one district 
40 percent of the local cost and the other district 25 percent of that 
cost. 

The reduction in the rate of payment from 50 percent of the local 
contribution rate to 40 percent of that rate for aide whose parents 


are employed on Federal property which is located in the same school 
district is just as difficult to understand. For 8 years this payment 
has been 50 percent. Now we are told that it should be reduced to 
40 percent because commercial and industrial property, according to 
a recent Census Bureau study, does not, on the average, pay 50 percent 
or even 40 percent of the local taxes used for the support of schools. 
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The proportion of local taxes that come from industrial and com- 
mercial property and the proportion from residential property varies 
greatly from district to district and from State to State. I also know 
that in many communities commercial and industrial real property 
pays more than 50 percent of all local taxes and that methods of 
assessing real and personal property vary greatly. Under these cir- 
cumstances, I believe that the 50-percent rate for this category of 
Federal impact that has been in effect for the past 9 years is fair and 
certainly should not be reduced. 

There are other inconsistencies in these proposals, but I won’t take 
the time of this committee to discuss them because I am sure you 
have received considerable discussion of them from other witnesses. 
I do want to say, however, that I agree that these two laws do not 
apply with equal fairness to every school district in the United States 
that is affected by Federal activities. There are cutoff dates, per- 
centage points for eligibility, and increase periods. Some school dis- 
tricts barely meet the requirements and receive considerable Federal 
payments. Others barely miss eligibility requirements and receive 
no payments. It is not possible for one Federal law to apply with 
equal fairness to more than 3,000 school districts. In my opinion, 
these two programs have worked reasonably well and have met ade- 
quately the most serious problems created by Federal] activities. Now 
is not the time to cut these Federal aid payments when school costs 
are increasing and we are demanding more from our educational 
system. For these reasons I am strongly opposed to the proposed 
amendments. 

Mr. Bamey. Thank you, Congressman Fogarty. 

Our next witness is Congressman Joseph M. Montoya, of New 
Mexico. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH M. MONTOYA, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 


Mr. Montoya. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate very much the opportunity of appearing before your com- 
mittee in connection with H.R. 7140, a bill designed to amend Public 
Laws 815 and 874. 

May I strongly urge that the committee not report this measure 
since I believe that the adoption of the recommendations as embodied 
in the bill would not only bring about grave deficiencies in my State 
but also throughout the Nation. Such a cutback in school aid in 
federally impacted areas would strike a crippling blow at education 
in New Mexico and in communities most directly affected it would be 
a disaster of major proportions. 

New Mexico is at present experiencing a period of expansion which 
is substantially taxing the financial capacity of our State. There is 
a great need for additional classrooms and this need cannot be met 
by local effort alone. This impact — our school system has been 
brotght about largely through Federal employment in federally 
financed projects in different sections of our State and unless reason- 
able Federal aid is continued the new school population as well as the 
old will suffer to a considerable degree. I believe the enactment into 
law of H.R. 7140 would amount to a shirking on the part of the 
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Federal Government of its admitted responsibility for a problem 
which it created and which, up to now, it has endeavored to solve. 

It is estimated that the various amendments proposed in H.R. 7140 
would reduce the cost of the programs of school assistance in federally 
affected areas for 1960 as follows: Public Law 874, from $163,956,676 
to $116,940,012, a reduction of $47,016,664, or 28.7 percent; Public 
Law 815, from $61,135,000 to $46,884,600, a reduction of $14,250,400, 
or 25.3 percent. 

The following figures reflect the loss in Federal aid to New Mexico 
under the proposed measure: Public Law 874, currently in effect 
$4,057,778, reduced to $3,312,185, a reduction of $745,593, or 18.4 

reent; Public Law 815, currently in effect $3,747,384, reduced to 

,256,175, a reduction of $491,209, or 13.1 percent. 

This reduction would disrupt our educational programs to the point 
of real and serious hardship. To understand the gravity of the situ- 
ation in New Mexico, it is necessary to be aware that the majority of 
the communities whose schools would be affected are in districts with 
notably inadequate tax revenues. In addition, these districts almost 
without exception find themselves unable to eter additional bond 
issues since they are unable to comply with existing New Mexico 
statutes on maximum bonded indebtedness. 

I cannot overemphasize the dependence of the New Mexico school 
system on Public Laws 874 and 815. The entire educational program 
in places like Albuquerque, Alamogordo, Clovis, Farmington, Grants, 
a. many others is dependent on these Federal moneys and a reduc- 
tion would force these communities to reorganize their programs at 
the expense of the schoolchildren. I therefore urge the committee 
in its wisdom not to render a favorable report on this bill, 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you, Congressman Montoya. 

Our next witness is Mr. Earl Nunn, superintendent of schools, 
Alamogordo, N. Mex. 


STATEMENT OF EARL NUNN, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
ALAMOGORDO, N. MEX. 


Mr. Nunn. Mr. Chairman, first may I express my gratitude for 
being permitted to be here today and to submit this statement in 
opposition to H.R. 7140. I would also like to express my appreciation 
to members of this committee who have for so many years given their 
support to education in communities that have federally connected 
children and who have made it possible for us to maintaim the kinds 
of programs that are desirable at this time. 

You will find that most of the school districts of New Mexico are 
now making the maximum effort to support education that is allowed 
under State and local statutes. The implication of this is that any- 
thing that is done to improve programs financially must aatitingtle 
come from the Federal level. I also believe that it is significant. 
that our people do, and have seen fit to make, this maximum effort to. 
— the programs that they want for their boys and girls. 

-R. 7140 seems to be shortsighted in that it of necessity would 
require the curtailment of the programs that are now available to. 
students. Any reduction in support could only mean a reduction in 














lem 


140 
ly 
676 
lic 


ico 
ect 
8.4 


int 


of 
th 
st 
nd 
co 


ol 


C- 
at 


."- YY ae 


-_ 


» oe A 





ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 277 


the type and quality of offerings for students. At this time, when 
there exists a strong demand for additional offerings and an improved 
program in mathematics, science, and many other related areas, any 
curtailment would seem to be improper to consider. 

I would also like to emphasize that the relationships that have ex- 
isted between Federal, State, and local agencies in implementing the 
Federal assistance programs as they now exist have been very satis- 
factory. We have every reason to believe that these conditions will 
continue and that better education will be the end result. 

The city of Alamogordo during this past school year had over 60 
yercent of its student population federally connected, yet the Federal 
yovernment provided only about 20 percent of the cost of maintenance 

and operation of our schools. It is evident that a population increase 
will continue and that a severe strain, if not an impossibility, will be 
placed upon local resources to meet the costs that are required for the 
support of the schools of our community. 

note also that the bill provides that there be no support for chil- 
dren that attend school outside the district in which the parent is fed- 
erally connected. In our area little attention is given to district lines 
since transportation is largely a matter of State concern and children 
are usually transported to the closest school having facilities to ac- 
commodate them. This means that many children live in a district 
other than that in which the parent is employed. 

Attached hereto is a list provided by the New Mexico Department 
of Education of the 1958-59 New Mexico school applicants and their 
entitlements under Public Law 874 and the estimated loss under the 
proposed amendment. I sincerely hope that this committee will not 
enact H.R. 7140, and that the present support of education in fed- 
erally connected areas will not be curtailed. 

Again, may I express my appreciation for the opportunity of being 
here and of having the privilege of presenting this statement for your 
consideration. 





















Estimated Estimated 

1958-59 en- | loss under 1958-59 en- | loss under 

1958-59 (874 applicants) | titlements | proposed 1958-59 (874 applicants) | titlements | proposed 

amend- amend- 
ments ments 
Alamogordo-...........-. $342, 558 $98, 211 || Jemez Springs...........- $26, 549 $7, 611 
Albuquerque._- 1, 150, 198 329, 761 || Kirtland -.......... a 190, 518 54, 621 
Tea = 41, 766 11, 974 || Las Cruces.__._..__- 369, 776 106, 014 
ESSE vi 14, 489 4,156 || Los Lunas..........- M. 29, 871 8, 564 
ND Ss 6 5 ats ie cnt 102, 856 29, 488 || Otero County. ____- eIe 56, 953 16, 328 
| EI 30, 734 & 3 — Rees 10, 174 2, 916 
OS Pa: 4, 359 es «hv sO 9, 446 2, 708 
Chaves County --__..-.-. 131, 455 37, 688 || Rio Arriba County...._.. 20, 000 5, 734 
a ” *\"" SRRSR RE 8, 257 % gb js; 22S ee 118, 922 34, 094 
OS LSS Ga 107, 135 30, 715 a, ees 10, 172 2, 916 
he TRE TS 13, 724 3, 934 || Santa Fe City...._....... 36, 330 10, 415 
“Peet eae ke 4, 036 1, 157 || Santa Fe County ‘ 31, 082 8,911 
Deies........ 42, 503 12, 185 || Socorro 13, 563 3, 888 
Espanola___-_- Set i 20, 781 le SA ee 8, 411 2, 411 
Farmington.............. 177, 576 50,911 || Truth or Consequences__-_ 8, 800 2, 522 
ee 21, 717 S Sle. SRR aise 34, 716 9, 953 
Gallup McKinley--.-_--..- 341, 611 97, 937 
SS ELE ERG: 68, 200 19, 552 er er 3, 608, 684 1, 034, 593 
PN fobs ocho cenap eben 9, 446 2, 708 




















Mr. Bauer. Thank you, Mr. Nunn. 
Our next witness is Congressman Thomas G. Morris, 
Mexico. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS G. MORRIS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 


Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I am extremely grateful to the commit- 
tee for the opportunity to be here today and to express my opposition 
to the disturbing provisions of H.R. 7140. Such amendments would 
seriously curtail the Federal Government’s assistance to local educa- 
tional agencies in federally affected areas for school construction and 
for current operating expenses. 

My purpose here is actually a twofold one. I want, first of all, to 
congratulate those who have been responsible for the congressional 
enactment and extensions of Public Laws 874 and 815 and for the able 
and successful administration of these two programs during the past 8 
years. The favorable reception of the programs, established under 
these two companion laws, the tangibly beneficial effects they have pro- 
duced, and the current educational deficiencies in this Nation today 
provide almost unanimous testimony for the necessity of their contin- 
ued operation and adequate Federal financial support. Furthermore, 
the cooperative spirit which has characterized the administration of 
these programs confirm, beyond a doubt, that a National-State-local 
joint endeavor of this kind can be successfully operated without 
Federal interference in education. 

In answer to those who express concern for the continued growth 
of these programs, I might led point out that, despite increased ac- 
tivity under the two laws, the relationships between the proportions 
of Federal pupils and Federal funds to total pupils and expenses of 
the eligible districts have remained, in general, rather stable. Under 
Public Law 874, for example, even though net entitlements paid to 
school districts under the act have increased annually since the begin- 
ning of the program in 1951, the proportion of the total operating ex- 
penses of participating school districts represented by Federal pay- 
ments, according to the Eighth Annual Report of the U.S. Commis- 
sioner of Education, has remained almost constant. 

It is not necessary to go into great detail to point out all the benefits 
which have resulted from programs under Public Laws 874 and 815. 
I might mention here very briefly, however, a few of the more notable 
benefits Federal aid to federally impacted school districts has effected. 
Recently, for example, some 8.2 million American schoolchildren—or 
about one-fourth of all pupils attending public schools—attended 
schools in districts which received funds under Public Law 874 in 
fiscal 1958. Moreover, the recent figure of some 1.2 million federally 
connected pupils represents about 14.7 percent of the total attendance 
in those districts eligible under 874. It is also significant that more 
than $900 million in Federal funds under Public Law 815 has been 
appropriated since 1951 to be added to local funds and used to con- 
struct 45,626 classrooms and related facilities for approximately 
1,321,417 pupils in some 1,800 different school districts. ; 

The important contribution which the programs under 874 and 815 
are making, therefore, is more than significant; indeed, it has become 
increasingly necessary. Millions of federally connected schoolchil- 
dren, as well as other children in the eligible school districts, have 

rofited from funds made available under these two laggs, as amended. 
urthermore, reliable estimates indicate that the atf€ndance of fed- 
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erally connected children will increase 6 percent over last year in the 
current fiscal year. With these facts before us, it is in consistent to 
talk in terms of reducing Federal assistance for this purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, it is imperative, not only that these programs be 
maintained, but also that they not be curtailed in any way. For this 
reason, I am especially dismayed by the shortsighted thinking re- 
flected in the provisions of the administration’s proposal—H.R. 7140— 
to limit payments to a vital school assistance program. Such a pro- 
posal, which seeks to cut the funds available for the schools and chil- 
dren of federally impacted areas, must be carefully examined in the 
light of current and projected educational expendiencies in the dis- 
tricts which would be affected. Even more important, this proposal 
must be examined in the light of the intent of the enabling legislation 
as reflected in the language of the two laws. 

Under the provisions of the proposed amendments as embodied in 
H.R. 7140, it has been estimated, according to Dr. Lawrence Derthick, 
our commissioner of education, that the amounts of Federal school as- 
sistance available in federally affected areas in 1960 would be reduced 
about 28.7 percent under Public Law 874, as amended, and by about 
23.3 percent under 815, as amended. This means that Federal aid for 
maintenance and operating expenses would drop by over $47 million— 
from $163,956,676 to $116,940,012. School building aid would also be 
cut by considerably more than $14 million, or from $61,135,000 to 
$46,884,600. 

My own State of New Mexico would be somewhat less hard hit than 
the average. Yet, our estimated entitlements under the proposed 
amendments to Public Law 874 for fiscal 1960 would limit Federal 
payments by about 18.4 percent—from $4,057,778, as provided by the 
current law, to $3,312,185. We in New Mexico would also suffer about 
a 13.1 percent reduction in construction aid under H.R. 7140, decreas- 
ing needed assistance from $3,747,384 to $3,256,175. The school dis- 
tricts affected by the activities of the White Sands Missile Range 
alone, for example, numbered about 10 during the 1957-58 school 

ear. 

. The committee is fully aware of the fact, I am certain, that when 
the Federal school assistance programs for federally impacted areas 
were first enacted by the Congress, the basic principle underlying the 
original legislation—as well as its several amendments and exten- 
sions—was that the Federal Government should recognize and accept 
its responsibility to assist in the support of public elementary and sec- 
ondary education in those school districts whose schools were experi- 
encing swelling enrollments directly because of Federal activity. In 
fact, the 81st Sensteinn literally declared in 1950 that it would be a 
policy of the Federal Government to “bear a portion of the cost of 
maintenance and operation and construction of free public elementary 
and secondary schools in those areas where the U.S. Government 
placed added financial burdens upon the schools.” 

It is clear that the Federal impact in many areas which this legis- 
lation was intended to relieve 9 years ago still exists today. We have 
only to look at the increasing enrollments in all our Nation’s schools 
for proof of this fact. This is hardly the appropriate time, then, to 
speak of Limiting payments. It is hardly the appropriate time to 
place additional burdens upon already ailing school districts. 


45135—59 19 
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I trust that this committee, after serious consideration of these facts, 
will see fit to recommend that no further handicaps be placed in the 
way of the continual strengthening of American education. In short, 
I sincerely hope that the abrupt and drastic reductions proposed in 
H.R. 7140 will not be enacted. Thank you once again for the oppor- 
tunity to present this testimony. 

Mr. Batter. Thank you, Congressman Morris. 

Our next witness is Congressman John J. McFall, of California. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. McFALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. McFaui. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to 
testify before this committee in opposition to H.R. 7140, which would 
limit payments now made under Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 
to assist schools in federally affected areas. Education is an issue 
with which we must all be concerned. The need to curtail Federal 
spending is also a recognized subject. However, to choose an area 
which would have disastrous effects on the Nation is unwise. I be- 
lieve, and think the members of this committee will agree, that edu- 
eation is such a field. Consequently, I am opposed to H.R. 7140. 

Only the disappearance of those conditions which necessitated a 
sound policy can justify its discontinuance. The conditions which 
prefaced the enactment of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 in 
1950 still exist. In fact, they are today even more acute than 9 years 
ago. 

Available data shows that between 1950 and 1958 the enrollment of 
students in California schools increased 67.83 percent. Also, due to the 
increase in the acquisition of Federal property, the pupils connected 
with such property are increasing at a greater rate than the increase 
cited above. The increase in average daily attendance of federally 
connected pupils in California from 1950 to 1958 was 107.1 percent. 

The introduction of Federal installations in California forced many 
small communities to expand and accomodate a vast influx without 


the benefit of normal growth and development process. Generally, | 
rapidly expanding communities solve their problems by taxation. | 
Now, 48 percent of the area of California is Federal property. The | 


districts are thus faced with a narrowing tax base on the one hand, 


and an influx of new students on the other. As much as I like to see | 


these Federal installations in California, I feel we must continue to 
recognize and compensate for the severe problems they bring to local 
communities. _ OE ee rombaaase? 

Let us examine the situation in one local district in my congres- 
sional district, the Stockton Unified School District in San Joaquin 
County, Calif. ae if 

Federal developments in Stockton district have been a material 
factor in mushrooming school enrollment. There are about 29,000 
pupils today, compared to 25,000 5 years ago, and 19,000 10 years 


Tr adiy: August 4, Superintendent Nolan D. Pulliam of Stockton, 
wired my office the following: 


H.R. 4710 would result in almost $70,000 cut in Stockton unified present 
allocation under Public Law 874, necessitating serious budgetary adjustments. 
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This $70,000 cut represents a 35.2 percent loss from the present al- 
lotment of $183,828. To insure the continuance of the present high 
level of education, a 3.8 cent tax rate increase would necessarily 
thrust on the citizens of Stockton. But even this is not possible, as 
Stockton is at the maximum school tax rate. The only solution would 
be to cut school service, increase classroom size. To further shift 
the burden of school maintenance onto people who have repeatedly 
voted bonds, raised taxes, cut corners, used every possible means to 
provide an adequate educational standard would be inequitable. I 
suggest it is equitable to continue to aid those who already are making 
every fair effort to help themselves. 

Mr. Bairey. Thank you, Congressman McFall. 

Our next witness is Congressman Frank J. Becker of New York. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK J. BECKER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Becker. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, in 
the early part of June, namely June 10, I had the honor of appearing 
before this subcommittee in opposition to the proposed amendment to 
Public Law 874 which would seriously affect the school districts in my 
congressional district. I wish to amplify my statement at this time in 
opposition to H.R. 7140. For New York State as a whole the cut 
would amount to 35.3 percent, or a reduction of approximately $1,- 
260,000 estimated for fiscal 1960, The average percentage reduction 
in the United States and territories was estimated at 28.7 percent. 
Details concerning the cuts were furnished by the U.S. Office of Edu- 
cation as part of Commissioner Derthick’s testimony on June 9, 1959. 
I was also furnished specific district details by his office. I am sure 
that anyone looking over the effect of this legislation upon these 
districts as shown in the details furnished by Commissioner Derthick 
could readily see that this would have serious, harmful effects on a 
number of districts in my congresisonal district. 

The important point is that the administration is proposing cer- 
tain reduction of payments for 3(b) children who reside with par- 
ents employed on Federal property, but reside on taxable property. 
The proposed percentages were not determined in any particular sci- 
entific manner and are not more accurate in reflecting the true status 
of property tax contributions. Why did the administration choose 40 
percent and 25 percent for 3(b) (2) cases instead of the existing 50 
percent level? Why should the 50 percent level be in effect for 
3(b) (1) cases where residence is Federal property but employment is 
non-Federal? As Secretary Flemming said, “Under Public Law 
874, the basic principle for determining the amount of Federal assist- 
ance for Sonile in this category is that the local districts be reim- 
bursed for half the normal per-pupil expenditures that are derived 
from local tax sources.” This principle has stood the test over the 
years and should not be changed now unless definite supporting 
studies prove the need for a change. 

Public Law 874 is not solely intended to compensate a district for 
tax losses. Actually, a small portion of the law is for that purpose, 
Primarily the law was established to compensate school districts for 
federally affected children and to give effect to the Federal obligatien 
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for the impact on a school district. The declaration of policy preced- 
ing Public Law 874 recognizes and I quote: 

* * * the responsibility of the United States for the impact which certain 
Federal activities have on the local education agencies in the areas in which 
such activities are carried on— 
and provides for Federal financial assistance on account of such ac- 
tivities. 

This is no time to cut Federal funds for education for impacted 
districts. These Federal payments have prevented already high taxes 
from being made higher in those areas where a substantial amount 
of the increased school burden is due to Federal activities. 

In closing, I sincerely trust that the committee will not approve this 
legislation. Many of the people in the districts affected in my area 
would have a burden of school taxes that would be impossible to bear 
and I am sure that this committee will take that into consideration 
and study this legislation. Once again, I urge the committee to dis- 
approve of this bill. 

Mr. Battry. Thank you, Congressman Becker. 

Our next witness is Congressman Chester E. Merrow, of New 
Hampshire. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHESTER E. MERROW, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Mr. Mrrrow. Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you and the members 
of the committee for extending to me this opportunity to present my 
views on H.R. 7140 because I am very much opposed to the changes 
proposed in Public Laws 815 and 874. 

If the amendment relating to reducing the rate of payment for those 
children who live with a parent employed on Federal property is 
enacted into law, it would be a terrific blow to several cities and towns 
in my district. For example, the city of Dover would lose approxi- 
mately $30,000; the New Hampshire Supervisory Union (comprising 
the school districts of Greenland, Stratham, Exeter, East Kingston, 
and Kensington) would lose approximately $20,000; the city of Ports- 
mouth, $100,000 and Supervisory Union No. 21 (comprising schools in 
Hampton, Hampton Falls, New Castle, North Hampton, Rye, Sea- 
brook and Cooperative Secondary District No. 6) approximately 
$67,885. These losses would be annual. 

Pease Air Force Base and the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and 
Naval Base are located in the southeastern part of New Hampshire. 
With the thousands employed at both Federal installations, a great 
educational burden is placed on the cities and towns in the area sur- 
rounding the bases. It is my sincere hope that the laws will be kept 
substantially as they are at the present time. 

The proposed amendments to the impacted area assistance laws 
would seriously handicap the school districts of my area and other 
areas throughout the country. This at a time when swelling enroll- 
ments and the need for increased teachers’ salaries present double-sized 
demands upon local educational finance. Like all of us, local citizens 
in federally affected school areas are, of course, anxious to provide the 
best possible education for their children. They wish to have them 
study in school buildings which not only boast modern comfort, but 
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which adequately provide for the newer and expanded instruction 
programs which this important era demands. These citizens, in many 
instances, have bonded themselves highly to provide local funds needed 
for education. The assistance for school construction and maintenance 
and operation which the companion laws 815 and 874 have provided 
has not only been welcome but most. seriously needed by these areas. 

At this very time when the national and international spotlight has 
been so clearly focused upon education as one of the strengths of our 
Nation, and certainly as one of the measures of a people’s ability to 
respond to changing world conditions, we need to give even greater 
financial support to the schools. I fail to comprehend the “savings” 
to the Nation which the proposed 51 percent reduction in expenditures 
for education in impacted areas could bring. In fact, I fail to see how 
the proposed amendment could present the school districts involved 
with anything short of a situation of chaos leading to a general retro- 
gression of school programs. 

According to my understanding of the purposes of Public Law 815 
and 874, they were enacted by the Congress so that the Federal Gov- 
ernment might fulfill an obligation and responsibility to education in 
areas where the schools were experiencing increased enrollments be- 
cause of Federal activity. You will recall that when the laws were en- 
acted in 1950, the 81st Congress declared it to be a policy of the Fed- 
eral Government “to bear a portion of the cost of maintenance and 
operation and construction of free public elementary and secondary 
schools in those areas where the U.S. Government placed added finan- 
cial burdens upon the schools.” 

The need for continuing this program of assistance at its present 
level, and indeed for future expansion of the program, becomes evi- 
dent to anyone who examines the facts. The U.S. Commissioner of 
Education has reported that in the 9 years since the enactment of the 
two laws, an encouraging growth of the program has taken place. 
Under Public Law 874, the number of participating school districts 
has almost trebled and the number of federally connected pupils has 
more than doubled. The school districts which received funds under 
this law in the last fiscal year had a total attendance of about 8.2 
million which represents about one-fourth of the total public school 
enrollment. 

The reports presented in support of these cuts themselves contain 
figures which to me appear to stress the need for continued assistance, 
rather than a cutback. Under Public Law 815, for example, it is es- 
timated that, together with local funds, some 45,626 classrooms and 
related facilities which can house 1,321,417 pupils have been con- 
structed. The average daily attendance of federally connected chil- 
dren will increase 6 percent in fisca] 1960 over fiscal 1959. This is not 
the time for the Federal Government to shirk responsibility by cut- 
ting back funds for these school programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also question the precedent for the proposed 
amendments. They are certainly not in keeping with the trend of 
congressional legislation in this matter. Since their enactment, both 
of the laws relating to education in federally affected areas have been 
amended and extended several times. Only last year, the 85th Con- 
gress enacted a law (Public Law 620) which established the programs 
under 815 and 874 on a permanent basis as provided for children of 
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persons who both reside and work on Federal property. I hardly need 
remind this committee that the other programs under the two laws 
were extended for a period of 3 years. To me, these actions are evi- 
dence of congressional recognition of the continuing need for a full- 
scale program of assistance such as presently provided by the two laws. 
It is my sincere hope that this committee, upon conclusion of its in- 
vestigations, will see fit to recommend that the amendments, as pro- 
posed in H.R. 7140, not be enacted. Again I thank you for the op- 
portunity to make this presentation. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Congressman Merrow. 

Our next witness is Congressman Frank Chelf, of Kentucky. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CHELF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Cuetr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for the 
urpose of the record, my name is Frank Chelf, representing the 
Fourth Congressional District of Kentucky. 

The Fort Knox Military Reservation is located in my district and 
because of this, there are many federally connected children in the 
various schools in the area surrounding Fort Knox. This has caused 
a truly impacted situation and has placed a great burden on the local 
schools. 

Public Laws 815 and 874 have greatly relieved this burden and these 
laws, as they presently exist, have worked very well and, in my opin- 
ion, have equitably measured the degree of Federal responsibility in 
this area due to the impaction of Federal activities. 

I believe H.R. 7140, the administration’s proposal, would result in 
an overburdening of local taxpayers for the solution of a problem 
which they did not create. The present formula in existence is just 
and fair, in my opinion and, therefore, it is my hope that your subcom- 
mittee will not favorably consider H.R. 7140. 

Fort Knox consists of 110,300 acres of land. This acreage was 
taken from the tax rolls of our school districts in Hardin, Meade, and 
Bullitt Counties, thus depriving them of a considerable amount of tax 
revenue. This fact, in addition to the impaction of our local schools 
by children whose parents are connected with the Federal installation 
at Fort Knox, either in a military or civilian capacity, creates a doubly 
difficult situation. 

Therefore, in my opinion, it is imperative that the programs pro- 
vided for in Public Laws 815 and 874 be preserved and retained in 
their present form. 

(The following was received for the record :) 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.U., August 10, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BaILey, 
Chairman, General Education Subcommittee, 
Education and Labor Committee, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR COLLEAGUE: Reference is made to my letter to you of August 5 to which 
was attached a statement expressing my opposition to H.R. 7140. 

Enclosed herewith is a statement which I have received in this connection 
from Mr. G. C. Burkhead, superintendent, Hardin County Schools, Elizabethtown, 
Ky. This statement sets out very clearly and cogently the situation faced by 
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the school system of Hardin County due to the impaction of children connected 
with the Federal installation of Fort Knox, Ky. I would appreciate your making 
this a supplement to my statement and that this be incorporated as a part of 
the hearings on H.R. 7140. 
With best wishes, I am, 
Cordially yours, 
FRANK CHELF, Member of Congress. 


STATEMENT OF G, C. BURKHEAD, SUPERINTENDENT, HarpIN County ScHoor, 
ELIZABETHTOWN, Ky. 


STATEMENT OF LOSS UNDER PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 874 


The Hardin County Schools, Elizabethtown, Ky., are located within from 1 to 
25 miles of the Fort Knox Military Reservation. 

Since the beginning of World War II, children of both military and civilian 
personnel from Fort Knox have overcrowded the schools of Hardin County. 

We are grateful for the assistance which we have received during the past 
years under Public Laws 874 and 815. It has not at any time been adequate 
to completely finance the cost of educating the federally connected children, but it 
has helped. Unless the present laws are continued and payment maintained 
at present levels with increases to adjust to rising costs, the Hardin County 
Board of Education faces an almost insurmountable budgetary problem. 

During the school year, 1958-59, 36 percent of our total school population 
was federally connected. Our per capita cost during the past year for current 
expenses alone was $176.04; of this amount under the present law (Public 
Law 874), we received $75.72 for each of the Federal children. 

Under the proposed amendment, our entitlement would have been based on 
40 percent of $151.45 per child rather than 50 percent, and the loss would have 
been $29,582,000 approximately. 

It is realized that in big business, Government business, such a sum as 
$29,582 is infinitesimal; however, in a budget as close as that of the Hardin 
County Board of Education, it amounts to a drastic loss of funds. 

Such a loss would mean that the salaries of teachers would have to be 
reduced. This would be disastrous. At present we pay so much less than 
adjoining districts—Louisville, Jefferson County, Bardstown, and Fort Knox— 
that we find it most difficult to staff our schools. Any cut in salary would 
mean further loss of qualified personnel. The top salary for an M.A. degree 
teacher in this system is $3,600 and for an A.B. $3.300. At Fort Knox the 
top salary would near $6,000. We are aforced already in Hardin County to 
employ emergency teachers, some of whom have nor more than one-half year 
or college training. This is, of course, a disgrace, but we must secure a teacher 
for every classroom. 

Our busdrivers are paid $95 per month; their salaries could not be lowered. 
Our janitors are paid from $140 to $160 per month and their salaries could not 
be lowered. 

There are no frills in our budget. We must pay for heat, light, bus mainte- 
nance, gasoline, insurance, and other fixed charges. All of our buses are over- 
loaded ; all make double runs causing some children to start to school as early as 
6 :30 a.m. 

We have an indebtedness in outstanding revenue bonds for buildings of $917,000. 
Our present building space is inadequate, but we have reached the maximum 
of our borrowing ability. 

The facts above are given to indicate just how much a loss of approximately 
$30,000 in aid under Public Law 874 would mean to our budget. 

The Hardin County Board of Education is interested in maintaining a good 
school system; this we oftentimes fail to do because of a lack of personnel and 
more often a lack of money. Anything which threatens even the status quo is of 
grave concern to the board. 

Public Laws 874 and 815 must be extended without loss to the board of educa- 
tion: it would appear that increases equal to the increased and rising costs 
should be made rather than decreases. 


Mr. Battey. Thank you, Congressman Chelf. 
Our next witness is Congressman B. F. Sisk of California. 





286 ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I appreci- 
ate this opportunity of urging in the strongest terms the vital neces- 
sity for funding Public Laws 874 and 815 at their present level to pre- 
vent a disastrous breakdown in our educational system in many areas of 
our country, and in opposition to H.R. 7140, which would reduce or 
eliminate grants in schools in federally impacted areas. 

I will Feakty say that it is completely incomprehensible to me 
how a responsible administration can in shies times advocate a cur- 
tailment of Federal responsibility in any educational field, let alone 
a reduction of Federal assistance in meeting school problems arising 
solely from Federal installations. 

I am very proud of the outstanding way the citizens of California 
have met and fulfilled their school responsibilities. The over- 
burdened taxpayers of our school districts have repeatedly and in un- 
precedented amounts voted bonds to build more schools to take care 
of the children of those flooding in from other States—many of our 
districts are paying taxes at rates far in excess of those beret fixed 
by State law and they have voted to waive those protective limits. 

But you must also understand that 48 percent of our land is fed- 
erally owned, there are more than 500 Federal facilities and installa- 
tions in California, and my State has more Federal employees than 
any other State—or even the District of Columbia. These employees 
and servicemen are largely not local taxpayers, but their children 
are being educated in our schools, and willingly so. It is completely 
impossible for districts with small tax bases near Federal installa- 
tions to pick up the tab and keep schools in operation if Federal aid 
is reduced and it is unthinkable to me that such a course even should 
be under consideration. 

I want to call a single example to your attention: in Atwater, 
Merced County, Calif., more than 50 percent of the city population 
is federally connected. Sixty percent of the school students originate 
from the nearby Castle Air Force Base of the Strategic Air Com- 
mand. The school district is already taxing to the legal maximum. 
If Federal impact aid is curtailed, it would be necessary to greatly 
increase the tax rate in order to maintain the schools. I am confident 
you won't let thishappen. Thank you. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Congressman Sisk. 

Our next witness is Poatcamia James C. Oliver of Maine. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES C. OLIVER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


Mr. Otrver. Mr. Chairman, in March, I testified before the House 
Appropriations Committee in support of granting additional educa- 
tional funds to those communities where the impact of Federal in- 
stallations had imposed a burden on local school systems. I expressed 
my opinion then that Government installations impose a dual burden, 
not only through the overloading of educational facilities caused by 
the enrollment of children of Federal employees, but also through loss 
of real estate taxation sources. In 1950, Public Laws 815 and 874 
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were enacted to compensate local communities in some small way for 
loss of tax revenues and increases in their school population. It has 
been the purpose of the present administration to undermine this 
program wherever possible: first, by repeated attempts to reduce ap- 
propriations; second, by the introduction of legislation, such as H.R. 
7140, designed to eliminate this constructive program. 

I was pleased to participate in the March hearings which resulted in 
the restoration of full grants under Public Laws 815 and 874 in the 
deficiency appropriation bill for fiscal 1959. In addition, funds to 
finance full grants were also added to the fiscal 1960 appropriations, 
despite vigorous administration protests. Today, I appear in opposi- 
tion to H.R. 7140, which would drastically curtail the present Public 
Law 815 and 874 aid programs. The administration recommends 
what amounts to practically an abandonment of the current program, 
despite the fact that reduction would place a burden on the local real 
estate tax base that communities would be both unwilling and unable 
tobear. In addition, reduction of the program would seriously impair 
the vitally needed educational growth of our Nation. 

If this legislation had already been enacted into law, seven Maine 
communities, Kittery, Saco, Old Orchard, Eliot, Berwick, South Ber- 
wick and South Portland, would have suffered a total loss of $77,872.58 
in Federal revenues during fiscal year 1959. It seems reasonable to 
suppose that curtailment of these Federal contributions would directly 
result in a reduction of educational facilities since local taxpayers are 
now faced with confiscatory local real estate taxes. America simply 
cannot tolerate any curtailment of our educational system when we are 
engaged in a “brain power” race with the Communist world. 

In order to document my position, I would like to quote the school 
superintendents who are directly concerned with this problem. These 
men have the prime responsibility for furnishing educational facilities 
to communities hampered by the location of Federal installations in 
their vicinity. I feel that these educators, who are directly affected 
by the curtailment of present programs, are best qualified to judge 
the value of the pending legislation. 

Joseph J. Petroski, Sanford : 

Any contemplated reduction would substantially affect the Sanford school 
system * * * we are faced with the following: increased school enrollments in 


addition to the federally employed parents’ children, inflated costs of maintain- 
ing quality schools, and capital construction projects. 


Melville H. Johnson, Wells: 


Local district operational expenditures for schools will be less if Federal 
assistance is reduced. Urgently request your assistance in maintaining current 
levels of support under Public Laws 815 and 874. 


Gwyeth T. Smith, Topsham, Harpswell, Bowdoinham: 


I cannot urge too strongly the retention of Public Laws 815 and 874 in their 
present form. Any curtailment or reduction in funds would seriously handicap 
the school program in my school union. 


Charles Puffer, Kittery: 


It seems reasonable that Government should contribute at least as much as it 
now contributes toward the cost of the education of children eligible under 
Public Laws 815 and 874. On the other hand, it seems unreasonable to expect 
local property owners and residents to continue to carry their proportionate 
share of the whole tax burden for Government and, at the same time, tax them- 
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selves alone to pay the extra costs occasioned because Government has chosen to 
place a tax-exempt base in our midst. 


Cecil J. Cutts, Saco and Old Orchard: 


It is a fact that this area would feel the loss of even these small amounts, and 
it is our hope that you will do what you can to hold the line on this law. 
Hubert E. Redding, Eliot, Berwick, South Berwick : 


These losses are tremendous on a percentage basis for these several towns. 
Where there is a clear-cut situation whereby employees have taken Federal 
positions in this area and at the same time have taken up residences with school 
rights for their children, there seems to be no sound or fair argument for the 
Federal Government to reduce or eliminate the financial aid which has been 
established to help these towns in the impacted areas. 


Lloyd D. Hatfield, York: 


If we lose this money (Federal grants under Public Law 874) or a very sizable 
chunk of it, it could mean that we could not afford the services which would 
make York High School accredited. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you, Congressman Oliver. 

Our next witness is Congressman Thomas N. Downing, of Virginia. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS N. DOWNING, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Downtne. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Thomas N. Downing, and I represent the First Congressional 
District of Virginia. I am appearing in opposition to H.R. 7140 and 
I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you and presenting 
my views. 

Portions of my congressional district, particularly in the Newport 
News, Hampton, Williamsburg, York County, and Princess Anne 
County areas, have a heavy concentration of military personnel whose 
children are educated in our public schools. Within a radius of 30 
miles we have large Government installations such as the Continental 
Army Command at Fort Monroe, the Air Force at Langley Air Force 
Base, Fort Eustis, the National Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion, the Veterans’ Administration Center at Kecoughtan, Va., the 
Coast Guard and naval activities at Yorktown, and the Oceana Naval 
Air Base in Princess Anne County. These are some of the installa- 
tions for which our public schools are set up to provide first-class edu- 
cational opportunities. These educational facilities would not be 
available, as they are now, for the children of the personnel if Federal 
aid which we are now receiving is eliminated or reduced. Any reduc- 
tion in such aid would cause a comparable reduction in the educational 
facilities and nobody wants this. While I cannot furnish figures for 
my entire district, I can tell you that during 1958-59 the city of Hamp- 
ton had more than 5,000 children who qualitied for Federal assistance 
to the community under Public Law 874. Of this total number of 
children, only 6 percent would not be influenced by the proposals in 
H.R. 7140. These are the children of military personnel stationed at 
Fort Monroe or the Langley Air Force Base. 

If H.R. 7140 is passed, the city of Hampton would lose approxi- 
mately $100,000 per year of the aid furnished under Public Law 874. 
This is about 30 percent of its present entitlement. Princess Anne 
County, which has been receiving approximately $750,000 in such aid, 
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would be reduced by 80 percent. Other areas in my district which 
educate federally connected children will lose in a like fashion. 

For the reasons given, Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge you and 
your committee not to decrease this important financial help which is 
necessary in order to give our federally connected children a decent, 
first-class education. 

I thank you for the opportunity of presenting this statement. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you, Congressman Downing. 

Our next witness is Dr. Raymond Christian, superintendent of 
schools, Huntsville, Ala. 


STATEMENT OF DR. RAYMOND CHRISTIAN, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, HUNTSVILLE, ALA. 


Mr. Curist1an. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to 
resent to you and this committee some information concerning the 
funtsville, Ala., public school system and how it would be affected by 

the provisions of H.R. 7140. I would like to state that I am superin- 
tendent of schools in Huntsville, Ala., which is the location of Red- 
stone Arsenal. 

Due to the tremendous growth of Redstone Arsenal in recent years, 
especially during the last 4 years, the public school enrollment has 
more than tripled during this period of time. It has been necessary 
to increase our teaching staff and all other school services accordingly. 
In 1956 when the Army Ballistic Missile Agency was activated, we 
had 9 schools in our school system with some 5,000 pupils and 186 
teachers. Today, we have 22 schools, approximately 500 teachers, 
and approximately 15,000 pupils. Since July of 1956, this school 
system has constructed classrooms at the rate of more than one per 
week. You can see that our task has been tremendous. Despite all 
of this growth and expansion, the school system has been able to avoid 
double sessions of students, and although the pressure has continually 
placed a strain on the school system, we have been able to operate a 
rather normal school situation for all the boys and girls in our schools. 

Mr. Chairman, we are indebted to the Congress of the United States 
for the legislation as presently contained in Public Law 815 and Pub- 
lic Law 874 which has made it possible for the Huntsville city 
schools to keep pace with the demands made upon it by the tremendous 
growth and » tat aia of the military operation at Redstone Ar- 
senal. Too, the citizens of the city of Huntsville have faced their 
responsibility in this matter and have taxed tliemselves to the constitu- 
tional limit for school buildings and operation of the schools. It is a 
simple fact that without the funds received from Federal sources 
under Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 this school system would 
not have been able to discharge its responsibility despite the efforts of 
our citizens and increased and additional direct appropriations from 
our city government. Any changes in these public laws which would 
reduce funds now coming to this school system would drastically 
reduce the operational effectiveness of the system. I am of the opin- 
ion that the amendments as contained in H.R. 7140 would seriously 
affect the eductional opportunity of boys and girls in military impacted 
areas. 

Redstone Arsenal is located on the western boundary of the city, 
the boundary of the arsenal being the western boundary of the city. 
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Even though the military reservation is outside our city, children from 
the reservation attend our public schools. During the last school 
year, 1958-59, we had 586 children from the reservation which con- 
stituted 3.8 percent of our total average daily attendance for the 
year. We had 6,375 pupils whose parents are employed on Federal 
property but who do not reside on the property. These children 
accounted for 44 percent of our average daily attendance. You can 
see that 47.8 percent of our total average attendance is of children 
whose parents are Federal employees. We had a total enrollment of 
14,003 in grades 1-12. It is my opinion that the two public laws as 
now written provide for fairly equitable payments to school systems 
who qualify under provisions of the laws. To reduce payments as 
proposed under H.R. 7140 would seriously lower the quality of educa- 
tion to be provided in this and similar communities, 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Dr. Christian. 

Mr. McCord, do you have other communications you desire to read 
into the record ? 

Mr. McCorp. We have a telegram addressed to Hon. Cecil Kin 
from Superintendent of Schools J. H. Hull, of the Torrance, Calif. 
Unified School District which Congressman King asked be made part 
of the record. 

We have a telegram to the chairman of the full Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor from the Reverend Cornelis B. Collins, chairman 
of the Rhode Island State Board of Education. 

We have a letter from Hon. James A. Burke, of Massachusetts. 

We have a letter from Hon. Richard E. Lankford, of Maryland, 
submitting a letter addressed to Dr. David Jenkins, superintendent 
of Anne Arundel schools, from the commanding officer at Fort George 
Meade, and it is the agreement between Anne Arundel County and 
Fort Meade for the rental of some barracks buildings about which the 
subcommittee expressed an interest and requested the additional data. 

We have a letter from Hon. Paul J. Kilday. 

We havea letter from Hon. W. R. Poage. 

We have a letter from William P. Lewis, an attorney of Columbus, 
Ohio, addressed to Hon. Samuel L. Devine, and Congressman Devine 
asked that it be made part of the record. 

We have a copy of a letter from Robert F. Gladden of the Marion 
County public schools at Indianapolis to Hon. Joseph Barr, which 
Congressman Barr submitted for the record. 

Wehave a letter from Hon. George Grant, of Alabama. 

We have a letter from Arthur W. Dalrymple, superintendent of the 
Winthrop public schools, Winthrop, Mass. 

Mr. Battery. Without objection the various communications will be 
accepted for inclusion in the formal record of the hearing. 

(The statements and telegrams referred to follow :) 


TORRANCE, CALIF, 


Congressman CrciL KING, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 


It is my understanding that the House committee is considering Secretary’s 
proposal to reduce the aid of Public Laws 815 and 874 at the hearings to be 
resumed again on August 11 and 12. This is to advise that this district is very 
unsympathetic to any changes that would change the regulations of federally 
eonnected children that we have had for the past few years. This Federal 
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impaction in this district is a very real thing, for many of our children have 
parents who are working for firms who have Federal contracts. They come 
here for these jobs and remain here to carry out their duties. In this town of 
100,000 people, 25,000 of them are in the public schools. All but 2,000 have 
come here in the past 10 years. It is not sound to say that a parent of children 
who arrived to work at an industry with Federal contracts is not as important 
as parents who are living on a piece of Federal property. In identifying the 
influences of the Federal Government which in no other way contributes taxwise 
for the educational load, it naturally falls upon the district. We would, there- 
fore, appreciate it if you would file this statement with the subcommittee indi- 
cating that we want none of the changes as proposed by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 
J. H. Hutt, 
Superintendent, Torrance Unified School District. 


PROVIDENCE, R.I. 
Hon. GRAHAM BARDEN, 
Chairman, House Committee on Education, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 


The administration proposal to reluce payment on 3-B pupils under Public 
Law 874 will seriously affect all applicants in Rhode Island. State board of 
education urges that current payment of 50 percent be maintained for 3—-B pupils. 

Rev. CoRNELIS B, COLiins, 
Chairman, Rhode Island State Board of Education. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 6, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BaAILey, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on General Education, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much for this opportunity to submit my 
views on H.R. 7140, the administration’s proposed amendment to Public Laws 
874 and 815, which is currently being considered by your subcommittee. 

I am entirely opposed to H.R. 7140 or any similar proposal which would reduce 
aid to federally impacted areas and I recommend to your subcommittee that this 
legislation be rejected. 

Over 90 percent of the communities in the district which I represent are in 
the federally impacted area category and I am therefore personally familiar with 
the burdens in educational costs borne by these communities and their need for 
assistance. Approximately $3 million in benefits was divided among the 135 
school districts in Massachusetts during the past fiscal year. Any reduction 
in the amount of aid would seriously impair the maintenance of educational 
standards in these communities which are not in a financial position to bear the 
increasing costs in education without assistance. 

I respectfully urge the members of the subcommittee to extend Public Laws 
874 and 815 and to reject the proposed amendment H.R. 7140. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES A. BURKE, 
Member of Congress. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, : 
Chairman, Subcommittee on General Education, 

House Education and Labor Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: During recent testimony by Dr. David 8S. Jenkins, super- 
intendent of schools for Anne Arundel County, you expressed an interest in the 
agreement entered into between the board of education and the authorities at 
Fort George G. Meade, Md. 

You will note that the enclosed agreement provides for the payment of $3,200 
annual rent. While Dr. Jenkins has not complained over the rent requirement, 
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it seems to me there should be a possibility for these facilities to be provided 
rent free on a temporary basis inasmuch as so many of the schoolchildren are 
children of Federal employees. 
With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 
RIcHARD E. LANKFORD, 
Member of Congress. 


U.S. ArMy ENGINEER District, WASHINGTON, 
Corps oF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1959. 
Dr. Davip S. JENKINS, 
Superintendent, Anne Arundel County Schools, 
Annapolis, Md. 


Dear Srr: Your request for use of 19 buildings on the Fort George G. Meade 
Military Reservation, Md., for school purposes has been approved by higher 
Army authority on the condition that they be leased to you at not less than the 
appraised fair market rental. 

Accordingly, a lease providing for your use of the buildings is enclosed. 
Please indicate acceptance thereof by signing and dating all copies in the space 
provided on page 6. Two witnesses to your signature should also sign. You 
may retain one fully executed carbon copy for your records; the executed 
original and other carbon copy should be returned to this office. 

The lease has been made for a term of 2 years; however, condition No. 15 
thereof provides that it may be terminated by you at any time by giving at least 
10 days written notice to this office. 

Condition No. 18 requires that you procure and maintain a standard fire and 
extended coverage insurance policy on the leased property to the full insurable 
value thereof. Your insurer should be instructed to insert in the policy a clause 
or endorsement as follows: 

“Loss or damage, if any, under this policy shall, at the election of the Govern- 
ment, be payable to the lessee of the insured property in accordance with the 
provisions of condition 18 of the lease. In the event the Government does not 
so elect, by notice in writing to the insurer within 60 days after the damage 
or destruction occurs, to have the proceeds paid to said lessee, then such pro- 
ceeds shall be paid to the Government.” 

The names of the insured should be shown as follows: “(Your name as it 
appears on the lease), lessee and/or the U.S. Government, as their respective in- 
terests may appear.” <A copy of the insurance policy should be furnished this 
office. 

The commanding officer, Fort Meade, is being requested to designate a repre- 
sentative to prepare, in coordination with you, the inventory and condition re- 
port required by condition No. 2 of the lease. A signed copy thereof will be 
furnished for your records. 

Your cooperation in this matter is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jack C. BuRDETT, 
Chief, Real Estate Division. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
LEASE OF PROPERTY ON Fort GeorGe G. MEADE Mmirary RESERVATION 
NO. DA—49—080—-ENG—4538 


This lease, made between the Secretary of the Army, of the first part and the 
Board of Education of Anne Arundel County, Annapolis, Maryland, of the sec- 
ond part, WITNESSETH : 

That the Secretary of the Army, by virtue of the authority contained in Title 
10, United States Code, Section 2667, and for the consideration hereinafter set 
forth, hereby leases to the party of the second part, hereinafter designated as the 
lessee, for a term of two (2) years, beginning 16 June 1959, and ending 15 June 
1961, but revocable at will by the Secretary of the Army, the following described 
property for school purposes: 

A portion of Fort George G. Meade Military Reservation, Anne Arundel 
County, Maryland, consisting of 5.9 acres of land, more or less, as outlined 
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in red on Exhibit “A” attached hereto and made a part hereof, together with 
nineteen (19) buildings thereon (numbered T-132, 134, 135, 136, 137, 142, 143, 
144, 145, 147, 152, 155, 156, 157, 162, 165, 166, 167, and 177), with rights of 
ingress and egress thereto. 

This lease is granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. That the lessee shall pay to the United States rental in the amount of Three 
Thousand Two Hundred and 00/100 Dollars ($3,200.00) per annum, payable 
monthly in advance, and the lessee shall also pay to the United States on demand 
any sum which may have to be expended after the expiration, revocation, or 
termination of this lease in restoring the premises to the condition required by 
Condition No. 20 hereof. Compensation shall be made payable to the Treasurer 
of the United States and forwarded by the lessee direct to the District Engineer, 
U.S. Army Engineer District, Washington, Ist and Douglas Sts., NW., Washing- 
ton 25, D.C., made by a representative of the Government and a representative 
of the lessee to reflect the then present condition of said property. A copy of 
said inventory and condition report shall be attached hereto and become a part 
hereof, as fully as if originally incorporated herein. At the expiration, revoca- 
tion, or termination of this lease a similar inventory and condition report shall 
be prepared and submitted to the District Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer Dis- 
trict, Wash., Washington 25, D.C. hereinafter designated as “said officer,” said 
inventory and condition report to constitute the basis for settlement by the 
lessee with said officer for leased property shown to be lost, damaged, or de- 
stroyed, any such property to be either replaced or restored to the condition 
required by Condition No. 20 hereof, or at the election of the Government reim- 
bursement made therefor by the lessee at the then current market value thereof. 

3. That the lessee has inspected and knows the condition of the leased prop- 
erty, and it is understood that the same is hereby leased without any representa- 
tion or warranty by the Government whatsoever, and without obligation on the 
part of the Government to make any alterations, repairs, or additions thereto. 

4. That, subject to the limitations of Condition No. 20 hereof with respect to 
the restoration of the property, all portions of the leased property shall at all 
times be protected and maintained in good order and condition by and at the 
expense of the lessee. 

5. That the lessee shall neither transfer nor assign this lease or any property 
on the demised premises, nor subject the demised premises or any part thereof 
or any property thereon, nor grant any interest, privilege, or license whatsoever 
in connection with this lease without permission in writing from the said officer. 

6. That the right is hereby reserved to the United States, its officers, agents, 
and employees to enter upon the said premises at any time for the purpose of 
inspection and inventory and when otherwise deemed necessary for the protec- 
tion of the interests of the Government, and the lessee shall have no claim of any 
character on account thereof against the United States or any officer, agent, or 
employee thereof. 

7. That the United States shall not be responsible for damages to property or 
injuries to persons which may arise from or be incident to the use and occupa- 
tion of the said premises, or for damages to the property of the lessee, or for 
damages to the property or injuries to the person of the lessee’s officers, agents, 
servants, or employees, or others who may be on said premises at their invitation 
or the invitation of any one of them, arising from governmental activities, and 
the lessee shall hold the United States harmless from any and all such claims. 

8. That the lessee shall at all times exercise due diligence in the protection 
of the demised premises against damage or destruction by fire and other causes. 

9. That any property of the United States damaged or destroyed by the lessee 
incident to the lessee’s use and occupation of the said property shall be promptly - 
repaired or replaced by the lessee to the satisfaction of the said officer, or in 
lieu of such repair or replacement the lessee shall, if so required by the said 
officer, pay to the United States money in an amount sufficient to compensate for 
the loss sustained by the United States by reason of damages to or destruction of 
Government property. 

10. [Deleted.] 

11. That the lessee shall comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, and reg- 
ulations of the State, county, and municipality wherein the said demised premises 
are located, with regard to construction, sanitation, licenses or permits to do 
business, and all other matters. 
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12. That the lessee shall not construct any permanent structure on the said 
demised premises, and shall not construct any temporary structure or adver- 
tising sign thereon without the prior written consent of the said officer. 

13. That the lessee shall pay to the proper authority, when and as the same 
becomes due and payable, all taxes, assessments, and similar charges, which at 
any time during the term of this lease, may be taxed, assessed or imposed upon 
the Government or upon the lessee with respect to or upon the leased premises. 
In the event any taxes, assessments, or similar charges are imposed with the 
consent of the Congress upon property owned by the Government and included in 
this lease (as opposed to the leasehold interest of the lessee therein), this lease 
shall be renegotiated so as to accomplish an equitable reduction in the rental 
provided above, which shall not be greater than the difference between the amount 
of such taxes, assessments, or similar charges and the amount of any taxes, as- 
sessments or similar charges which were imposed upon such lessee with respect 
to his leasehold interest in the premises prior to the granting of such consent by 
the Congress; provided that in the event that the parties thereto are unable to 
agree within 90 days from the date of the imposition of such taxes, assessments, 
or similar charges, on a rental which in the opinion of the said officer, constitutes 
a reasonable return to the Government on the leased property, then in such event, 
the said officer shall have the right to determine the amount of the rental, which 
determination shall be binding on the lessee subject to appeal in accordance with 
Condition No. 14 of this lease. 

14. That except as otherwise specifically provided in this lease, all disputes 
concerning questions of fact which may arise under this lease, and which are 
not disposed of by mutual agreement, shall be decided by the said officer, who 
shall reduce his decision to writing and mail a copy thereof to the lessee at his 
address shown herein. Within 30 days from said mailing the lessee may appeal 
to the Secretary of the Army, whose written decision or that of his designated 
representative or representatives or board, shall be final and conclusive upon the 
parties hereto. Pending decision of a dispute hereunder, the lessee shall proceed 
with the performance of this lease. 

15. That this lease may be terminated by the lessee at any time by giving to 
the Secretary of the Army, through the said officer, at least ten (10) days’ notice 
thereof in writing: provided that, in case of such termination, no refund by the 
United States of any rental theretofore paid shall be made. 

16. That the use and occupation of the premises leased hereby shall be sub- 
ject to the general supervision and approval of the officer having immediate juris- 
diction over the property and to such rules and regulations as may be prescribed 
by him from time to time. 

17. That the lessee shall pay the cost, as determined by the officer having im- 
mediate jurisdiction over the property, of producing and/or supplying any 
utilities and other services furnished by the Government or through Government- 
owned facilities for the use of the lessee, including the lessee’s proportionate 
share of the cost of operation and maintenance of the Government-owned facili- 
ties by which such utilities or services are produced or supplied. The Govern- 
ment shall be under no obligation to furnish utilities or services. Payment 
shall be made in the method prescribed by the officer having immediate jurisdic- 
tion over the property, upon bills rendered monthly. 

18. That for such period as the lessee is in possession of the leased property 
pursuant to the provisions and conditions of this lease the lessee shall procure 
and maintain at its cost a standard fire and extended coverage insurance policy 
or policies on the leased property to the full insurable value thereof. The lessee 
shall procure such insurance from any responsible company or companies. The 
policy or policies evidencing such insurance shall provide that in the event of 
loss thereunder the proceeds of the policy or policies, at the election of the 
Government, shall be payable to the lessee to be used solely for the repair, 
restoration, or replacement of the property damaged or destroyed, any balance 
of the proceeds not required for the repair, restoration, or replacement of the 
property damaged or destroyed to be paid to the Government, and that in the 
event the Government does not elect by notice in writing to the insurer within 
60 days after the damage or destruction occurs to have the proceeds paid to 
the lessee for the purposes hereinabove set forth, then such proceeds shall be 
paid to the Government, provided, however, that the insurer, after payment 
of any proceeds to the lessee in accordance with the provisions of the policy or 
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policies shall have no obligation or liability with respect to the use or disposition 
of the proceeds by the lessee. Nothing herein contained shall be construed as 
an obligation upon the Government to repair, restore, or replace the leased 
property, or any part thereof. 

19. That no Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall 
be admitted to any share or part of this lease or to any benefit to arise therefrom. 
Nothing, however, herein contained shall be construed to extend to any in- 
corporated company, if the lease be for the general benefit of such corporation 
or company. 

20. That, on or before the date of expiration of this lease or its termination 
by the lessee, the lessee shall at its cost vacate the leased property, remove the 
property of the lessee therefrom, and restore the leased property to as good 
order and condition as that existing upon the date of commencement of the term 
of this lease, less ordinary wear and tear and damage to the leased property 
covered by insurance and for which the Government shall receive or has received 
insurance funds in lieu of having the damaged property repaired, replaced, or 
restored. If, however, this lease is revoked, the lessee shall vacate the leased 
property, remove the property of the lessee therefrom, and restore the leased 
property to the condition aforesaid within such time as the Secretary of the 
Army may designate. In either event, if the lessee shall fail or neglect to remove 
the property of the lessee and so restore the leased property, then, at the option 
of the Secretary of the Army, the property of the lessee shall either become 
the property of the United States without compensation therefor, or the Secre- 
tary of the Army may cause it to be removed and the leased property to be so 
restored at the expense of the lessee, and no claim for damages against the 
United States or its officers or agents shall be created by or made on account of 
such removal and restoration work. 

20 (Alternate). [Deleted.] 

21. That if more than one lessee is named in this lease the obligations of said 
lessees herein contained shall be joint and several obligations. 

22. That, except as otherwise specifically provided, any reference herein to 
“Division Engineer”, “District Engineer” or “said officer” shall include his duly 
appointed successors and his authorized representatives. 

23. That all notices to be given pursuant to this lease shall be addressed, if 
to the lessee to Board of Education of Anne Arundel County, Annapolis, Mary- 
land; if to the Government to the District Engineer, U.S. Army Engineer Dis- 
trict, Washington, lst & Douglas Streets NW., Washington 25, D.C., or as 
may from time to time otherwise be directed by the parties. Notice shall be 
deemed to have been duly given if and when inclosed in a properly sealed en- 
velope, or wrapper, addressed as aforesaid and deposited postage prepaid (or, 
if mailed by the Government, deposited under its franking privilege) in a post 
office or branch post office regularly maintained by the United States Gov- 
ernment. 

24. The lessee warrants that no person or selling agency has been employed 
or retained to solicit or secure this lease upon an agreement or understand- 
ing for a commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, excepting bona 
fide employees or bona fide established commercial or selling agencies main- 
tained by the lessee for the purpose of securing business. For breach or viola- 
tion of this warranty the Government shall have the right to annul this lease 
without liability or in its discretion to require the lessee to pay, in addition to 
the lease rental or consideration, the full amount of such commission, percentage, 
brokerage, or contingent fee. 

25. That in the event the United States revokes this lease or in any other 
manner materially reduces the area covered thereby prior to the date of expira- © 
tion thereof, an equitable adjustment in the rental paid or thereafter to be 
paid under this lease shall be made: Provided, however, that this provision 
shall not apply in the event of revocation because of a breach by the lessee of 
any of the terms and conditions of this lease. 

That prior to execution of this lease conditions were deleted, revised and 
added in the following manner: 

Deleted : Conditions 10 and 20 (Alternate). 

Revised: Condition 7. 

Added: None. 


45135—59-——-20 
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This lease is not subject to Titie 10, United States Code, Section 2662. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand by authority of the Sec- 
retary of the Army this 4th day of June 1959. 
GrorGE B. SUMNER, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
District Engineer. 


This lease is also executed by the lessee this 16th day of June 1959. 
[SEAL] Davip 8. JENKINS, 
Secretary Treasury and County Supt., Board of Education of Anne Arundel 
County, Annapolis, Maryland. 
Signed and sealed in the presence of: 
FreD L. ALEXANDER. 
ERNEST H. HERHLOTz. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
Member of Congress, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CLEVE: May I take this opportunity to commend you and to express 
my appreciation for the good work you have done in the past in connection 
with the extension of the provisions of federally affected areas school assistance 
legislation. 

I am aware of your active opposition to H.R. 7140, which would limit and re- 
duce Federal assistance to schools in federally affected areas to a considerable 
degree. I share your views in opposition to this proposal and wish to offer my 
cooperation. 

With best regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Paut J. Kipay, 
Member of Congress. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education and Labor Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that your subcommittee is 
presently holding hearings on H.R. 7140, which is the bill to aid schools in im- 
pacted areas. 

Frankly, I am at a loss to understand the administration’s position. Cer- 
tainly, each school district surrounding the military installation has felt the 
impact of military and civilian employees moving into this area. It seems to me 
that the law as presently administered is equitable and adequate. I believe that 
extreme hardship would be worked on some school districts if the administration 
bill is adopted. 

May I, therefore, respectfully urge you to keep the law as presently written, 
as I am greatly opposed to H.R. 7140. 

Thanking you, I am 

Yours sincerely, 


W. R. PoaGce, Congressman. 


Potts, ScHMIDT, Lewis & Pryor, 


Columbus, Ohio, August 6, 1959. 
Hon. SAMUEL L. DEVINE, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeAaR MR. DEVINE: As you know, I am a resident of the city of Whitehall, 
Ohio, and presently serve as the president of the Whitehall Board of Educa- 
tion. As a citizen, and in my capacity as a member of the board, I am vitally 
interested in the outcome of the administration’s proposal to amend Public Laws 
815 and 874. In our community, as you well know, are located North American 
Aviation Co., Lockbourne Air Force Base, Columbus General Depot, and Fort 
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Hayes. This means that school facilities in some districts must provide for 
a greater number of children than we might ordinarily expected to educate. 

Mr. Arthur Flemming, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, has 
recommended to the House Education and Labor Committee that Public Laws 
815 and 874 be amended, reducing entitlements to various school districts. If 
these amendments are put into effect, the Whitehall City School District en- 
titlements will be reduced as follows: 
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Apparently Mr. Flemming reasons that the granting of this Federal aid to 
various school districts is unfair to those school districts which do not have 
increased enrollment. 

Certainly this premise does not solve the very important question that edu- 
eation must be made available to all children. Public Laws 815 and 874 seek 
to solve this very pressing problem by giving financial aid to those school dis- 
tricts whose enrollment has been swelled by reason of the location of certain 
industries and Federal installations. This legislation makes good sense to 
me, especially with the cost of education at the local level increasing constantly. 

I urge you to give strong consideration to opposing any amendment to Public 
Laws 815 and 874 that would result in serious curtailment of Federal aid to 
various school districts. 

With best personal regards, 

Yours very truly, 
WILLIAM P. Lewis. 


Marion County PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 


Indianapolis, Ind., August 6, 1959. 
Representative JOSEPH BARR, 


House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE Bark: It has been called to my attention by our State 
superintendent, W. B. Wilson and others, that Congress is considering a radical 
change in Public Law 874. It seems that the Health, Education, and Welfare 
Department have proposed a large reduction in appropriations and eventual 
elimination of the school support. 

Marion County has three school districts receiving aid under this law and one 
who has received aid. The largest amount now is going to Lawrence Township, 
the location of Fort Harrison and the Finance Center. Others are Warren 
‘Township and Decatur Township. The latter qualifies because of USAAF Nos. 
26 and 30 (Allisons) bringing many people to the area. Wayne Township has 
received aid in the past and is now receiving an “in lieu of tax” on the Federal 
property. 4 

It seems unfair to ask the property holders of Lawrence Township (and 
others) to pay the costs of education in that township when so many of the 
children are from other areas originally. In the case of Lawrence about one- 
fifth of the children (544) were from the Army installations. Of this number 
231 actually lived on Federal property. 

I hope that you can support the school people and vote to retain the present 
formula and oppose the one suggested by HEW. Any support on the present 
subcommittee hearing would also be appreciated. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Rosert F. GLADDEN. 
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House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 10, 1959. 
Re. H.R. 7140. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
Member of Congress, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My DeAr CoLLEAGUE: I trust that your subcommittee will in its wisdom continue 
the present formula for making payments to school systems under Public Laws 
815 and 874. 

During the past year, the State of Alabama had 52 school systems receiving aid 
under Public Law 874. A 20 percent and a 50 percent reduction of this Federal 
aid whould have an adverse effect on the school systems and thus reflect the type 
of education the federally affected pupils and others in this area would receive. 

In my own district, it would have been impossible to have adequate taken care 
of the federally connected children if it had not been for Public Laws 815 and 874. 

I believe that Mr. Walter McKee, superintendent of the schools of Montgomery, 
Ala., has given full testimony before your subcommitte of the need for the con- 
tinuation of the present program. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE GRANT, 


WINTHROP PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Winthrop, Mass., August 5, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BalILey, 
The House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sik: We respectfully request your support of legislation concerning Public 
Laws 815 and 874. The aid afforded by these laws definitely helps us in the 
support of our schools due to our local military situation. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR W. DALRYMPLE, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


Mr. Battry. The Chair wishes to announce that the hearings will be 
resumed on Wednesday, August 19. 

Might I say to the staff member that I would like him to recheck the 
list of Congressmen who have expressed an interest in this and see to 
it that they file briefs or make an appearance at this next meeting. 

We will assemble in the regular committee hearing room, room 429, 
Old House Office Building. 

The committee will stand in recess until that time. 

(Hearing recessed at 11:30 a.m.) 
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PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874, 81ST CONGRESS (ADMINIS- 
TRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR MODIFYING EXISTING 
LEGISLATION) 


WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 19, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GENERAL EDUCATION OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON Epucation AND Lagor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to recess, in room 356, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Cleveland M. Bailey (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Bailey, Frelinghuysen, and Lafore. 

Mr. Battey. The subcommittee will be in order. 

This is a resumption of the hearings that the subcommittee has been 
holding on H.R. 7140, which is a proposal on the part of the adminis- 
tration to drastically modify Public Laws 815 and 874. It is the pur- 
pose of the committee to ascertain from the Members of the Congress 
and from affected school boards whether there is any sentiment or any 
appreciable part of the Congress interested in making any changes in 
this basic legislation. 

We have as our first witness this morning Congressman John R. 
Foley, of the State of Maryland. 

Mr. Foley, you may further identify yourself to the reporter and 
proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN R. FOLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Fotry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battery. During the course, you sort of act as master of cere- 
monies here. If there are any other folks from Montgomery County 
that you care to have heard or to file statements, you may properly 
introduce them at this time. 

Mr. Fotey. Mr. Chairman, I am honored to represent the Sixth Dis- . 
trict of Maryland, which includes Montgomery County, Frederick 
County, Washington County, Allegany County, and Garrett County, 
the western tier of counties, and we have with us this morning repre- 
sentatives of Montgomery, Frederick, and Washington Counties and 
T am very pleased to have these outstanding educators and government 
officials present to present their views on this very important matter. 

I appreciate your courtesy, Mr. Chairman, in permitting me to 
appear this morning to testify against H.R. 7140. I have the pleasure 
of introducing, and will subsequently introduce, the respective speak- 
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ers from the three counties in my district who will be affected by any 
change in the federally impacted school assistance program. 

It is indeed unfortunate that Public Laws 815 and 874 are again 
being subjected to harassment by the administration. H.R. 7140 is 
an attempt to whittle away significant features of our federally im- 
pacted area school system programs. Its passage by the Congress 
would have a serious effect upon three of the on lle counties which 
I have the honor to represent in the House of Representatives, as my 
distinguished constituents here with me will further indicate in detai) 

The legislative history of Public Laws 815 and 874 is well known 
to members of the subcommittee, and particularly is this true of our 
distinguished chairman who conceived the program. Since it is a 
matter of record, and was well outlined to the subcommittee in testi- 
mony last year, I shall not presume to review it fully this morning. 

Suffice it to say that now the administration comes to the Congress 
to propose reducing the eligibility payments under Public Laws 815 
and 874 where the pupil’s parents are employed on Federal property 
outside the school district. Yet the administration itself recommended 
these amendments back in 1953. 

Let me briefly recall to the subcommittee the history of this matter. 

On April 2, 1953, the Honorable Oveta Culp Hobby, Secretary of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, a letter to the 
Honorable Joseph W. Martin, Jr., Speaker of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, forwarded a draft bill and section-by-section analysis 
amending Public Law 874. It is to be noted that the recommended 
changes were made a little over 2 months after this administration 
first took office. From this fact, it is fair to conclude that the amend- 
ments were matters of first priority in the administration’s legislative 
program. 

The proposed section 3(b) provided as follows: 


CHILDREN OF PERSONS WHO RESIDE OR WorK ON FEDERAL PROPERTY 


(b) For such purpose, the Commissioner shall also determine the number of 
children who were in average daily attendance at the schools of a local educa- 
tional agency, and for whom such agency provided free public education, during 
the preceding fiscal year (other than those specified in subsection (2) hereof) 
and who, while in attendance at such schools, either resided on Federal prop- 
erty, or resided with a parent employed on Federal property, situated in whole 
or in part in the same State as such agency or situated within reasonable com- 
muting distance from the school district of such agency. 


The section-by-section analysis Secretary Hobby forwarded to 
Speaker Martin of the impacted aid program explains in detail this 
section 3(b) amendment as follows: 


Beproom COMMUNITIES Not IN SAME STATE AS FEDERAL INSTALLATIONS 


The amended section 3(b) also differs from the existing provision by includ- 
ing children of parents who work on Federal property within reasonable com- 
muting distance of the school district of the local educational agency providing 
the education even though the property is not in the same State. The inter- 
vention of the State boundary in such a case operates under existing law to 
relieve the Federal Government of the necessity of making payments to any 
school district under Public Law 874, even though Federal activities outside the 
State are imposing a direct and substantial burden on nearby school districts 
in the State. The proposed amendment would eliminate this inequity consistently 
with the general principle in Public Law 874 that payments under it should go 
to the school districts upon which the burden of educating federally connected 
children is imposed. 
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This, then, is the rationale which the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare back in 1953 brought before this subcommittee 
and this Congress to justify the 1953 amendments. 

Further, in his testimony in support of the proposed amendments 
made by this administration in 1953, Dr. Paul I. Grigsby, Acting 
Commissioner of the Office of Education, on June 11, 1953, at page 
135 of the bound hearings stated: 

Awareness of the existence of the educational problem toward which Public 
Law 874 was directed came during World War II, but attempts at solution 
then were only partial in scope, temporary in duration, and inconsistent in their 
application to like situations. It has become increasingly apparent that the 
problem is not temporary and its solution cannot be accomplished through iso- 
lated attacks by the various agencies of the Federal Government upon the scat- 
tered segments encountered in their areas of activity. 

Public Law 874 recognizes the dual burden placed on school districts by 
Federal activities. The two dominant features of Federal activity in relation 
to the public school program of a community are, first, the tax-exempt status 
of property acquired by the Government, which lowers school revenues, and, 
second, the employment by the Federal Government of substantial numbers of 
workers whose children add to the normal school population. 

Of course, the property where parents are employed provides tax benefits 
only to the school district in which it is located, and other districts may have 
to educate the children of the workers with only the properties of the workers’ 
residences added to their tax rolls. 

Public Law 874 recognizes this situation with respect to federally owned 
property, since assistance is given on the basis of the children connected with 
such property for whom a school district must provide free public education, 
rather than limiting such aid to the district in which the property is located. 

This, then, was the official administration policy and position in 
1953, and I agree and concur in that ogee a 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I have reviewed 
these salient historical legislative facts for two basic reasons. 

We must not lose sight of the fact that the 1953 “commuting” 
amendment was proposed by the administration to eliminate an exist- 
ing inequity. Today the justification for this action is increasingly 
made more apparent by the increase in the number of federally con- 
nected children and the move to the suburbs by Federal employees in 
the metropolitan Washington area. The State line was removed as 
a disqualifying factor in 1953. Today the reason for this action 
exists in the same qualitative degree, only on a larger quantitative 
basis. 

The other historical factor I wish to emphasize is the dual aspect 
to the Federal impact situation. The dual nature of the impact must 
not be forgotten. Yet the distinguished Secretary of the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, judging by his statement 
before this subcommittee on June 9, 1959, has forgotten it. 

Dr. Grigsby stated the dual nature to be this: 

First, the tax-exempt status of Federal property ; 

Second, the addition of federally connected children to the normal 
school population. : 

Throughout his statement, Secretary Arthur S. Flemming concen- 
trates solely on the first aspect of tax-exempt status. He urged that 
the teen 50-percent contribution be reduced to 25 percent because 
the December 1957 report by the Bureau of the Census shows that 
commercial and industrial property accounts for only 27.7 percent 
of the locally assessed real estate base. In 1953, it was assumed to: 
account for 50 percent. 
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But Secretary Flemming never mentioned the second aspect, the 
federally connected children. 

It is respectfully submitted that the Secretary erred in not men- 
tioning this second inherent factor in the Federal impact problem, 
for the increase in recent years of these children in the Montgomery 
County public school system can and will be proved by other wit- 
nesses. The metropolitan Washington area population growth can 
be judicially noticed by this subcommittee. 

In failing to point out this increase in the federally connected 
children, whose existence caused the need for this program, the Secre- 
tary mistakenly presented only half the story. 

If this subcommittee takes the Secretary’s recommendation to 
allow 25-percent assistance as a payment in lieu of taxes owing to 
the first tax-exempt property aspect, I urge the subcommittee to 
allow an additional 25-percent assistance for the federally connected 
children aspect which The increased. This results in a 50-percent 
allowance, the same as under existing law and thus no change in the 
law is justified. 

There can be little doubt that H.R. 7140 reflects a radical reversal 
in thinking by the administration in the programs provided by Public 
Laws 815 and 874, which have been operating successfully for 9 years. 
This bill will cut out $61,267,064 for fiscal year 1960 from the Federal 
aid to impacted areas programs. In Maryland alone, this bill will 
cut back the programs by $2,484,381 for 1960. Public Law 815 funds 
for Maryland will be reduced by over 62 percent. The entitlements 
under Public Law 874 for Maryland for 1960 will be slashed by 
nearly 31 percent. 

I want to emphasize that this cut would be made in the face of a 
growing and intensified need for the program. 

The people of Maryland are acutely aware of the equity of Federal 
aid to federally affected areas in our State. We in Maryland believe 
that the Federal Government has a responsibility to assist school 
districts where the local tax base is restricted by the existence there 
of Federal property, or where the public school enrollment is mate- 
rially increased by virtue of the existence of Federal installations 
within the area serviced by the school. 

In resolutions adopted by the senate and house of delegates of the 
Maryland General Assembly in March 1959, members of the State 
legislature pointed out that— 

Maryland is vitally affected by impacted area funds, and any loss of Federal 
funds under Public Laws 815 and 874 will cause a serious crisis in the operating 
budgets of the school boards in areas of the State affected by Federal impact, 
in addition to causing postponement of building programs in these counties. 

In that connection, Mr. Chairman, I received a letter from the 
Honorable J. Millard Tawes, Governor of the State of Maryland, 
earlier this year. Governor Tawes indicated that the kind of reduc- 
tion proposed in H.R. 7140 “would severely handicap our education 
program in Maryland”. 

I would like to include Governor Tawes’ letter in full at the end 
of my testimony. 

I sincerely urge the subcommittee to reject H.R. 7140. Under 
Public Laws 815 and 874, a sound program has been developed, and 
it has been in operation for a number of years. The annual reports 
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of the Commissioner of Education indicate that this program is mov- 
ing forward, and is providing vitally needed and justifiable assistance 
to public schools which, through no fault of the local boards, and 
because of the requirements of national defense, are seriously affected 
by the existence of Federal installations in their areas. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I should like to thank the subcommittee and 
yourself for scheduling me to appear today with my friends from 
Washington, Frederick, and Montgomery Counties, and I would like 
at this time to submit for the record the letter which His Excellency, 
Governor Tawes, submitted. 

Mr. Battery. May I say to the gentleman from Maryland that that 
letter has already been included in our hearings by Congressman 
Lankford when he testified some days ago. 

I would like the minutes to show the notation that it is already a 
part of the record. 

Mr. Forry. I want to thank you again for the privilege of appearing 
here, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to introduce the president of the Montgomery County 
Council, Mrs. Stella Werner, as the first spokesman of Montgomery 
County. 

Mr. Battery. You may proceed, Mrs. Werner. 


STATEMENT OF STELLA B. WERNER, PRESIDENT, COUNTY COUNCIL 
FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD. 


Mrs. Werner. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
for the purpose of the record I am Mrs. Stella B. Werner, president 
of the county council for Montgomery County, the elected governing 
body of Montgomery County, Md., and I am here in opposition to 
House bill No. 7140. I appreciate this opportunity that you are giving 
me of appearing before you. 

When local governments are experiencing an unusual population 
influx, the problem of raising funds to defray the cost of inherent 
and necessary increases in services to be rendered becomes more and 
more complex. Generally speaking, and in direct proportion to our 
population increase, we must expand our police department, health 
services, welfare services, highway system, and other county services. 

As for our educational system, the cost of providing a system of 
public education has and must continue to be accelerated at a rate in 
excess of our population increase because of the scientific age and era 
in which we live. 

The extent of the complexity of this problem is not one that can be 
measured by a single mathematical formula applicable to all local 
governments on the basis of experienced and/or anticipated popula- 
tion increases. 

We must examine the cause and the effect in order to accurately ap- 
praise the magnitude and complexity of this problem at the local 
government level. 

The official census of Montgomery County, Md., in 1950 was 164,401. 
In the 9 years since that time the population of our county has more 
than doubled, and at the present time is in excess of 340,000. The rate 
has now progressed to the point where we are experiencing a popula- 
tion increase in excess of 20,000 annually. 
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By way of comparison, the student population of our school system 
has increased from 27,772 in 1950 to 74,600 in 1959, or in other words, 
it has nearly tripled during this period. 

Even more significant is the fact that the number of students at 
the junior and senior high level has increased from 8,799 in 1950 to 
27,370 in 1959. This means that the level of education in our public 
school system, which is now costing in excess of $500 annually per 
pres for current operating expenses alone, our student population 

as more than tripled in the period from 1950 to 1959. 
ff The significance of the saying that Montgomery County is the 
bedroom,” and you often hear that saying, community for the Na- 
tion’s Capital lies in the fact that all of the taxes collected by and 
for use of the county on residential property, for all functions of the 
county government, would not be suflicient to finance the cost of our 
public schools. 

The importance to the Federal Government of our providing, as a 
bedroom community adjacent to the Nation’s Capital, high quality 
and standards of public education and other services is obvious in 
your efforts to obtain and retain the quality and number of personnel 
necessary for efficient and effective operation of the branches of our 
Federal Government located in Washington, D.C. and the imme- 
diate vicinity. 

The extent of our problem in providing a system of public educa- 
tion in Montgomery County is self-evident from the fact that during 
a period when Public Law 874 is in effect, and it is in effect now, we 
are devoting more than 83 percent of all of the taxes collected in 
Montgomery County for all purposes, on all assessable property 
within the county, to the financing of our educational system. 

The president of our local board of education and an official from 
the office of our superintendent of schools have included in their state- 
ments information showing the extent to which this situation will be 
further aggravated should H.R. 7140 be enacted by the Congress of 
the United States. 

As to the taxes received by the county for public education from 
residential property in relation to the cost of maintaining our educa- 
tional system, it is estimated that in fiscal 1959-60, the resulting defi- 
cit, which will be provided from taxes on industrial and commercial 
property, will approximate $5 million. 

Where industry or commercial establishments are located in one 
jurisdiction with a portion of their employees residing in another, 
then the local government of the location of such industrial and com- 
mercial establishments, particularly as to the employees having their 
place of residence outside of the jurisdiction, is in an advantageous 
position. Since this situation probably nearly equalizes itself, it does 
not create a problem of any significant degree. 

However, the local jurisdictions affected as a federally impacted 
area are placed in a less advantageous position since they must in- 
crease the rate and amount of tax collected locally on taxable prop- 
erty to meet the increased cost of providing education and other serv- 
ices in such impacted areas because of population growth. Such 
population growth cannot be financed from taxes on residential prop- 
erty and as the population and land utilized for residential purposes 
and the amount of tax-exempt property increases at-a faster rate than 
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industrial and commercial property, then the amount of tax deficient 
for education purposes, to be made up from taxes on industrial and 
commercial property, increases proportionately. 

That is a long sentence, but I hope you gain the significance of it. 

So where this is the case, and it is in federally impacted areas, we 
all must agree that such increased taxes is at least one of the factors 
considered by industry in selecting a location, thereby giving the ad- 
vantage to jurisdictions least affected by population growth or as a 
federally impacted area. 

Because of our proximity to the Nation’s Capital, and in relation 
to children in our schools whose parents work but do not live on 
Federal property, several basic factors are involved : 

1. On the basis now used for assessing real property in Montgomery 
County, Md., the assessed value of property owned by the Federal 
Government in our county, if it were subject to local taxation, would 
be approximately 15 percent of the total assessed valuation of real 
property in the county. The resulting tax revenue for current oper- 
ations only, if it were subject to local taxation, would approximate 
$4 million in fiscal 1959-60. 

2. Ours isa community made up of predominantly residential prop- 
erty substantially as a result of our proximity to the heart of our 
Nation’s Government and other Federal installations in this general 
area. 

As I have pointed out, residential property is what might be termed 
tax deficit property, particularly from the standpoint of educational 
costs, the result being that Montgomery County, as the community 
of residence of Federal employees, must provide public education for 
the children of employees through the levying of taxes in a predomi- 
nantly residential community. 

3. The Federal Government assumes a responsibility in financing 
the costs of the District of Columbia’s governmental operations. In 
instances where the Federal employee lives in Montgomery County 
but works at a Federal installation in the District of Columbia, then 
it follows logically that the Federal Government benefits materially 
even from this standpoint. Under such circumstances, it is Mont- 
gomery County, the place of residence, that must provide for the 
education of the employee’s children; whereas, if the employee lived 
in the District of Columbia, the burden would then shift and become 
part of the cost of operating the government of the District of 
Columbia. 

Approximately one out of every three students in the public schools 
in Montgomery County, Md., is federally connected, one out of every 
three. This ratio has remained constant during a period when our 
school enrollment is increasing at the rate of more than 5,000 per year, 
that many new children coming into our system. 

In addition, the amount of entitlement under Public Law 874 has 
represented less than one-fifth of the average operating cost per year 
for the education of each qualifying student. 

The amount needed for current operations of our school system in 
fiscal 1959-60 is $32.6 million. Of this amount, $6.8 million will be 
provided by the State of Maryland, and $3.0 million from special 
funds (cafeteria receipts, junior college tuition, and other self- or 
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partially self-supporting programs), with $20.4 million being pro- 
vided by the county government. 

We have never shirked our responsibility in Montgomery County in 
facing up to what we thought was necessary to provide education for 
the children. 

The $20.4 million provided by the county represents an increase of 
approximately $3.9 million over the amount of $16.5 million provided 
in fiscal 1958-59. During this period, the taxable assessed value of 
property in the county increased $87.4 million. As a result, it was 
necessary to Increase the tax rate for schoo] current operations and 
debt service from $1.89 per $100 assessed value in 1958-59, to $2.13 in 
1959-60. This is just for school purposes alone in this current year. 
This represents an increase of approximately 13 percent in 1 year. 

So far, we have not considered the problem of constructing schools 
and related education capital improvements. 

A schoo] capital construction program amounting to $12.2 million 
was authorized for fiscal 1959-60. This amount represents a decrease 
of $3.4 million from the $15.6 million requested by the county board of 
education and made possible only because of factors causing delays 
in construction. ‘Twelve million three hundred thousand dollars was 
provided for school capital construction in fiscal 1958-59. 

In addition to our school student enrollment having increased in 
excess of 5,000 annually, with an estimated increase of more than 6,000 
next year, the projected increase in the capital construction program 
is gradually shifting to high school facilities which involves higher 
construction costs. 

It will be necessary to fund approximately $10.1 million of the $12.2 
million program for fiscal 1959-60, from bonds issued against the full 
faith and credit of the county, and we have kept our bond rating good. 
We have a good, sound financial program. 

Mr. Battry. What interest rate do you have to pay on your most 
recent bond issue ? 

Mrs. Werner. It was 3.2 percent. 

Mr. Battery. That is not bad. 

Mrs. Werner. No, it isn’t; and our bond rating is just straight A. 
We have had a hard time reaching that. We had a high B rating un- 
til this last year. 

Mr. Larore. Are you near the limit, Mrs. Werner? 

Mrs. Werner. No, weare not. Wewatchthat. Wethink itis very 
essential to get your bond rating good. If you get too near when you 
get to the 10-percent limit, then you are not so good when you go on 
the bond market in relation to the interest you get on your bonds. I 
think it is important to let you know we try to maintain a good govern- 
ment. We are not coming to you because we cannot take care of our 
own affairs, but we need this help badly from the Federal Government 
in order to maintain a good, sound financial status. 

Mr. Batmry. The Chair might observe that I am very sorry you did 
not evince this much interest in my general Federal proposal for 
schools. 

Mrs. Werner. In your general Federal proposal ? 

Mr. Battery. Two years ago. 

Mrs. Werner. Oh, I think we did. I have been before this com- 
mittee every time I have had a chance. 
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Mr. Bartzy. I remember you, but there were not quite so many folks 
here then. 

Mrs. Werner. Mr. Bailey, the evidence of that is the election of Mr. 
Foley. Mr. Foley campaigned alone on Federal aid to education and 
he is here. His opponent was opposed to it. I think the vote that he 
received was because the people in the area believed in the principle 
of Federal aid to education. 

Mr. Battery. I am glad to know they have had a change of heart out 
there. 

Mrs. Werner. Yes. I was very proud to have Mr. Foley present 
the case the way he did. It showed research and interest. I have 
been here before and I had not seen such interest evidenced before. 

The amount necessary to retire principal and interest on school con- 
struction bonds already cnaiadinin is $3.9 million in 1959-60, as 
compared to $3.6 million in 1958-59. These amounts were not in- 
cluded in the current operating cost figures mentioned above. 

At the present time, we are providing current revenues toward a 
partial pay-as-you-go system of financing school capital construction 
in the form of a 6-cent tax per $100 assessed value of all taxable real 
and personal property in the county. If we are to remain in a posi- 
tion of providing for future needs on a long-term basis, it will be 
necessary for the county to increase the rate of this tax in an amount 
sufficient to provide funds for the difference between the current pro- 
gram and the increased program which we face in the eomadiats 
future. 

Here again, I would like to point out that one out of every three of 
the students for which we are providing these facilities are federally 
connected. Where the parent lives in Montgomery County but works 
at a Federal installation outside of the county, it is Montgomery 
County that must provide these facilities; whereas, if the parent lived 
outside of the county, the facilities for their children in the educa- 
tional system would Scien to be provided there. 

It would seem that this can be reconciled with the intent of Public 
Laws 874 and 815, where the distinction was made between students 
whose parents worked but did not live on Federal property and the 
students whose parents worked and lived on F odined property. 

It should be noted, that in valuing federally owned property located 
in Montgomery County, and not subject to local taxation, that only 
the value of real property was included and no consideration was 
given to the personal property located thereon which would be taxable 
if subject to taxation on the same basis as industrial property in 
Montgomery County. 

The problem is basically one of financial hardship, primarily at- 
tributable to the cost of educating students in our salitolapenen with 
such costs being borne principally at the local level. With the influx 
of students in the school system as a result of the employees who ac- 
company Federal agencies and installations, it is apparent that the 
dea) juribiiiotions so affected will not be in a position of financing the 
quality of the educational system now provided. 

In conclusion, Montgomery County, Md., urges that favorable con- 
sideration be given to the continuation of a program of Federal aid for 
education in federally impacted areas, or other suitable legislation, 
which would enable all communities confronted with problems similar 
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to those of Montgomery County to maintain the desired system of 
public education. 

We have always welcomed and encouraged the locating of Federal 
agencies in Montgomery County. We recognize and accept our re- 
sponsibility of providing local government services to all residents of 
our county. Our principal concern is as to our ability to finance these 
services in the future as our population continues to spiral. The 

uestion of our ability to meet the education needs of our county in 
the future is paramount and it is for this, and reasons previously 
iven, that I respectfully request this committee to render an un- 
avorable report on H.R. 7140. 

Mr. Baitey. We thank you, Mrs. Werner. We always appreciate 
your very capable presentation of the situation in your own county. 

Mr. Fotey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce the Honorable 
Edna Cook, who is a member of the house of delegates, to present a 
statement. 

Mrs. Cook, please. 


Mr. Battey. Mrs. Cook, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF EDNA P. COOK, ON BEHALF OF THE MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY COUNCIL OF PARENT-TEACHERS ASSOCIATIONS 


Mrs. Coox. To begin with, Mr. Chairman, I might tell you that 
I am not appearing here as a member of the house of delegates for 
the State of Maryland. I am Edna P. Cook, a member of the Newport 
PTA, testifying at the request of Reuben Sanders, president of the 
Montgomery County Council of Parent-Teachers Associations on be- 
half of that organization. 

The Montgomery County Council of Parent-Teachers Associations 
is composed of 196 local units, with a membership of 41,000 parents and 
teachers. 

Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 were originated and developed 
through the efforts of school people and parents interested in the 
education of children. I know you are well aware of that, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The Parent-Teachers Association has consistently supported this 
legislation and each year since its enactment has called for full appro- 
priations under the laws. I wish to urge, in its behalf, the continuance 
of Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 in their present form. 

Montgomery County needs this Federal aid as its main source of 
revenue is a tax on real estate, mainly on single homes. To take care 
of an increase of 6,000 pupils this year, the county government found 
it necessary to increase the tax levied for schools from $1.95 to $2.19, 
an increase of 24 cents on $100 assessable base. Eighty percent of the 
county taxable base is on single-family residence. One out of three. 
homes purchased is occupied by a Federal employee. 

These Federal employees are fine people and make good citizens. 
They demand the highest type of educational services for their chil- 
dren. The parent employed on Federal property is not able to make. 
through taxation the same contribution toward the cost of educating 
children and other services as those otherwise employed except 
through Public Law 874 and Public Law 815. This Federal aid‘ 
helps to make up for the share of school tax paid by an employer. 
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en his place of business. Consequently, the Federal Government, as 
the employer of parents of over 22,000 school children in Montgom- 
ery County—68,000 being the total enrollment for 1959-60—has an 
obligation to convert a small part of the parents’ employment energy 
to cash for the benefit of the educational system as is the case in other 
kinds of business. 

The Federal Government is a large property owner as well as 
employer. In Montgomery County the Federal installations take 
from the taxable base around $160 million. 

I might say, as Mrs. Werner pointed out, it is only the land value. 
I might point out, too, that not too long ago a farm outside of Rock- 
ville some distance brought $3,000 an acre, a 200-acre farm, so you 
see the value of land in Montgomery County. 

If the school tax rate were applied to this, it would yield around 
$3.5 million, or 35 cents on every $100 assessment. Less than half 
this amount, $1,525,000, was received in 1958-59 through Public Law 
874. 

If the tax rate for all purposes were applied to the assessable base 
on Federal installations, 1t would yield the county over $4 million, or 
a little more than 40 cents on every $100 assessment. 

It should be pointed out that in local political subdivisions such 
as Montgomery County where there is a great and rapid population 
growth, there are increasing demands for other essential services as 
sanitary facilities, police and fire protection, roads, et cetera, at the 
same time that they are required to provide school facilities. 

It should be taken into account that the demands for new facilities 
and the educational load expand considerably faster than the tax 
base. Since there is very little industry in the county to tax, help 
from the Federal Government is necessary, especially since the 
county is mainly a place for the Federal Government employees to 
live. 

It should be noted, also, that this expansion in Montgomery County 
shows no signs of leveling off but instead has shown an increase each 

ear. 

e You may have noted in the newspaper several days ago an article 
which referred to one of the counties in Virginia which was leveling 
off in its expansion because it had no more room to grow, but in 
Montgomery County we have still available plenty of extra land 
on which subdivisions can be put. 

Until such time as new legislation is enacted to provide for fully 
compensatory payments in lieu of taxes on Federal property located 
in the county, it is ey ae urged that favorable consideration 
be given to continuing Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 in their 
present form. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy. 

Mr. Battry. We thank you, Mrs. Cook. We are always glad to have 
the record complete with various angles of your problem. We appre- 
ciate it very much. 

Mr. Fre_incuuysen. Mr. Chairman, before Mrs. Cook leaves, I 
would like to ask her a couple of brief questions. 

Mr. Batrey. All right. 

Mr. Fretincuvysen. Is there any necessity for brevity, Mr. Chair- 
man ? 

Mr. Bamey. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. FRretaNGHUYsEN. What do we have on the schedule? 

Mr. Bauer. This morning? 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Yes. 

The Cuairman. The Congressman from California and some 
parties with him. 

Mr. Fretincuouysen. I will make it as brief as I can in deference 
to the Congressman from California. I do not want to impose on 
anybody, but the question in my mind is fairly important, and in view 
of the statements by Mrs. Cook I think I at least might be entitled 
to ask a few questions. 

You said that the parent employed on the Federal property is not 
able to make through taxation the same contribution toward the cost 
of educating children and other services as those otherwise employed. 
Why is that, Mrs. Cook. What is the difference between a Federal 
employee and the amount he contributes in the form of taxes and 
someone not employed by the Federal Government ? 

Why do we discriminate and put them in a second class? 

Mrs. Coox. I didn’t say they were second class. I just said they 
didn’t make the same contribution. 

Mrs. FrevIncHuYsEN. Why not? 

Mrs. Cook. It is not their fault that they don’t make the same 
contribution. It is because they are employed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. You mean they do not get paid enough? 

Mr. Coox. No. If they were employed in another business, that 
business through other means adds to the taxable base. 

Mr. FrevincHuyseEN. I am not talking about the taxable base now. 

Mrs. Coox. Through his business inventory and all of that. 

Mr. Fre.incHuysen. I am talking about the Federal employees. 
Is he in any different capacity as a taxpayer from someone who does 
not work for the Federal Government? 

Mrs. Coox. In that respect, yes. 

Mr. FretincHuysen. I do not understand how it is in any respect. 
If he pays taxes and if he owns property, is he in any different cate- 
gory from someone that works for a private employer ? 

Mrs. Coox. If he worked for a private business, that private busi- 
ness adds to the taxes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. You are saying that the employer is in a 
different category, not the employee? Is that not true? 

Mrs. Coox. That is right. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Your main argument is based on the fact that 
the Federal Government either owns property in Montgomery County 
or it does not contribute enough, is that right? 

The fact that you have a rapidly growing population to my mind 
does not mean that the Federal Government owes any obligation at 
all. The fact that there may be ownership of land or the fact that 
perhaps in some way they are immune from local taxes might make 
a difference, but I do not think you are suggesting that they are in. 
any way immune; they contribute less because they work for the 
Federal Government than they would if they worked for a private 
employer. 

. Mrs, Coox. Their efforts in that. business ‘contribute less, through 
their efforts. 
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Certainly, if you work for a private business, don’t you contribute 
to that business? You certainly do, or you wouldn’t have any 
business. 

Mr. FrevinaHuysen. I do not understand the argument. 

I am contributing to the Federal Government if I work for the 
Federal Government, but this statement here is more toward finding 
an adequate tax base. 

Mr. LaForr. You mean if the business is located within the con- 
fines of Montgomery County ? 

Mrs. Coon. Yes. 

Mr. FretincHuysen. Suppose you had a taxable business in the 
District and you lived in Montgomery County. You would not be 
able to tax the business. 

Mrs. Coox. That is very true. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Then would the Federal Government owe an 
obligation to Montgomery County or would that business owe an 
obligation to Montgomery County # 

Mrs. Coox. No. 

What I was saying was you have NIH and AEC all in Montgom- 
ery County and the efforts of our citizens which they contribute to 
those installations is not the same as if they were contributing to a 
big manufacturing district. 

Mr. Fre.incuuyseN. I do not see why not, so far as the taxes that 
they contribute to Montgomery County are concerned. I can under- 
stand the argument, if you base it on the fact that there are large 
Federal installations which occupy valuable land and are not paying 
taxes. 

If you were here arguing for payment in a lieu-of-taxes program, 
that would be easy to understand, and I can also understand, “We 
have been getting a certain amount of money and we do not want to 
get any less because we found it useful.” That is very understandable. 

There are lots of demands on lots of communities, some of which 
have Federal institutions and some of which have Federal employees 
and no Federal institutions. Our job is to see what is a reasonable 
role for the Federal Government. I do not think you define too 
helpfully when you say one out of three homes is occupied by a Fed- 
eral employee. 

So what? 

Suppose every home was occupied by a Federal employee. Would 
that mean that they were not contributing taxes to pay for the 
schools they need ? 

Mrs. Coox. They contribute only through income and through per- 
sonal property tax. 

Mr. FreLINcHuysEN. Yes, but you are not suggesting that we have ~ 
to worry about the fact that you do not use anything else as your 
sources of revenue to support your schools. 

My own State does not have anything but a property tax. It does 
not have any income tax. It does not have any sales tax. However, 
you are not saying “That creates an obligation on the Federal Gov- 
ernment to step in and help us out because the property owners are 
overburdened.’ 

Mrs. Cook. No. 

What I meant was that if these Federal installations were big busi- 
nesses, like Bethlehem Steel or the Glenn L. Martin plant that they 

4513559 21 
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have in Baltimore County, they would be contributing through their 
gross receipts, through other means of taxation that we have. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. If Baltimore County had a big installation 
of that kind and the residents lived in Montgomery County, you 
would still be in a predicament would you not? 

Mrs. Coox. Certainly, but I was referring to the huge installations 
of Government that we have within the county itself. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I can understand that argument. 

In saying because of the massive installations, or because in some 
way the Federal Government keeps you from getting industry in your 
county, that argument was advanced the other day. I am not quite 
clear why it is necessary for an area not to look for industry because 
they have the Federal Government nearby. 

It seems to me if they want a reasonable balance in their basic 
wealth, that they might try to diversify and prevent it from being 
wholly residential. The fact that it is wholly residential and the 
fact that one out of three Federal employees are property owners does 
not seem to me to create any argument for us to provide you with the 
funds to support your schools. 

I do not want to be put in the position of saying I am against the 
program. Iam very much in favor of the program. 

Mr. Battry. The Chair is interested in the discussion, but it will 
have toend. We have some other people who want to testify. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. I thank you, Mire. Cook, very much. 

Mrs. Coox. Thank you. 

Mr. Fortey. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce at this time 
the Honorable Rose Kramer, president of the Montgomery County 
School Board, and I would like also, in the interest of time, to pre- 
sent Dr. Taylor Whittier, and also Dr. Brian Benson. 

Dr. Whittier is the superintendent of schools. I wonder if these 
three witnesses could come forward here all at the same time. Would 
that be suitable, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Batrry. Very well. 

Mr. Fotey. Dr. Whittier will present Mr. Benson’s material. 


STATEMENT OF ROSE C. KRAMER, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
EDUCATION OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD. 


Mrs. Kramer. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
my name is Rose C. Kramer and I am president of the Board of Edu- 
cation of Montgomery County, Md. 

I would like to point out that we as a school board are not an agency 
connected with the appropriations or raising money. However, we 
are very much concerned about the finances in Montgomery County 
because, as you could well understand, these affect our school stand- 
ards and school policies from a support of education point of view. 

I appreciate this opportunity to speak on behalf of the Montgomery 
County schools and to express our opposition to H.R. 7140. 

May I say that this opposition to H.R. 7140 is based on our con- 
viction that the present Public Laws 815 and 874 are thoughtfully 
developed programs which provide reasonable assistance to areas 
such as Montgomery County, an area, as has been said, growing by 
more than 5,000 schoolchildren annually, with this phenomenal 
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growth stemming directly and indirectly from the Federal installa- 
tions in the county, plus our proximity to the Federal city offices. 

Perhaps there are better ways to provide Federal aid to education 
in this era of population explosions and in this crucial period when 
survival and education have a direct correlation, but until such legis- 
lation is developed, it would be a serious deprivation to a community 
such as ours to have any reduction in the educational funds that are 
of real significance to us in our effort to provide the level of education 
that Montgomery County citizens demand. 

I might inject that these very Government employees to whom we 
have ben referring are the ones who demand our high-level education. 

Dr. C. Taylor Whittier, superintendent of schools of Montgomery 
County, will call to your attention the important point that Montgom- 
ery County’s plea is based, not on the concept that the Federal Gov- 
ernment must assume our local responsibility to provide for the 
education of our children, but rather that in the face of our tremen- 
dous effort to support our schools at a quality level, the Federal 
Government having created so many of the pressures on our school 
system has a responsibility to supplement in a small way our efforts. 

Dr. Whittier’s charts will show the yearly tax increase for our 
schools and also the bonded indebtedness that we have incurred. 

The Montgomery County schools are going through the period when 
we must provide greatly expanded facilities on the secondary level. 
This means that both the physical plant costs and operating expendi- 
tures are greatly saat» It costs $491 annually to educate a stu- 
dent at the secondary level as against $374 at the Rhett level. I 
mention this beacuse it further explains our grave concern for any 
oe in the present formula, and hence our opposition to H.R. 

140. 

We are grateful that you have given those of us representing the 
Montgomery County schools this opportunity to indicate that we be- 
lieve that present formulas are reasonable, and that our request for 
adequate Federal aid is not based on a welfare state philosophy, but 
rather on the concept that the Federal Government has a responsi- 
bility to the public welfare in certain localities such as Montgomery 
County when the Government has made so great an impact on the 
public schools. 

Mr. Batrtey. Thank you. 

Are there any questions, Mr. Frelinghuysen ? 

Mr. Lafore? 

Mr. Larore. Sometime, Mr. Chairman, I would like somebody to 
tell me what the relation of assessed valuation and actual valuation 
is in the county. 

Mrs. Werner. I think that comes under the jurisdiction of the 
county council governing body rather than the board of education. 

The assessed valuation is about 60 percent. 


STATEMENT OF C. TAYLOR WHITTIER, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD. 


Mr. Wurrtrer. I am C. Taylor Whittier, superintendent of schools 
in Montgomery County, Md. 

I, too, appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this com- 
mittee. I sense you have some urgency. 
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I would like to summarize some of the points which are contained in 
this report which I would appreciate the committee receiving. 

House bill 7140, if enacted by Congress, would adversely affect the 
penis school system of Montgomer aa as has been pointed out. 

ederal assistance under Public Law 874 would be reduced from 
$1,915,824 to $1,112,563 for 1959-60, according to the figures reported 
in the Washington Post-Times Herald on May 13, 1959, This is a 
reduction of $803,261, and equals 41.9 percent. 

We have indicated in our report some of the effects that this would 
have which I won’t take time to read now. 

Objection is made to the sections of House bill 7140 that reduce 
the rate of reimbursement for pupils whose parents are employed on 
Federal pu ssh within the school district from 50 to 40 percent, and 
for pupils whose parents are employed on Federal Government prop- 
erty not in the school district from 50 to 25 percent. 

We believe this is an unfavorable bill and ask that this committee 
act accordingly. 

We have included, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee 
some tables which we feel might present more clearly our position, and 
I again will not presume on your time to read all of these. 

1 would like to point out that we have indicated to you the tax rate 
per $100 of assessed valuation for the last 10 years. Also, we have a 
chart indicating the total population, the total pupil enrollment, 
and the number of pupils that are federally connected in this enroll- 
ment, and our federally connected pupils amount to 31 percent of our 
total enrollment. 

We have indicated here, too, the bonded indebtedness of the county 
for the past 10 years, so that you can have a clear picture of this 
situation. 

I would like to show the relationship between the number of pupils 
who are federally related, the 31 percent, and the amount of funds 
received which we have on chart entitled “Capital funds appropri- 
ated,” as well as for the operating budget on the following table. 

Under the Public Law 815, we will receive this comming year some 
10 percent of our total capital budget against a total pupil enrollment 
involving federally connected parents of 31 percent. 

In the operating budget for the 1959-60 current school year under 
Public Law 874, we will receive $1,750,000. This represents 6 per- 
cent of our total operating budget, and I think that these two figures 
would point out the relationships which are significant both from the 
point of view of the total pupil load due to the employment of the 
parents, and also the tremendous local effort which is made in the 
support of education, as Mrs. Werner has so ably presented. 

Our last table contains a list of the Federal properties located in 
Montgomery County so that this committee might have a detail of 
this fact. 

I appreciate the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, of calling these points 
to your attention. 

r. Barmy. If there is no objection, the entire statement that the 
gentleman offered will be accepted for inclusion in the record. 

(Prepared statement of Mr. Whittier follows :) 
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STATEMENT BY C. TAYLOR WHITTIER, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, MONTGOMERY 
County, Mb. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am C. Taylor Whittier, 
superintendent of schools in Montgomery County, Md. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee. 

H.R. 7140 if enacted by Congress would adversely affect the public school 
system of Montgomery County. Federal assistance under Public Law 874 would 
be reduced from $1,915,824 to $1,112,563 for 1959-60 according to the figures 
reported in the Washington Post and Times Herald on May 13, 1959. This is 
a reduction of $803,261 and equals 41.9 percent. This may not sound like much 
money to people who deal in billions but to our school program it represents: 

1. The total cost to educate 4,095 kindergarten pupils; or 

2. The total cost to educate 2,143 pupils in grades 1 through 6; or 

3. The total cost to educate 1,634 pupils in grades 7 through 12; or 

4. The entire cost of the junior college program consisting of 1,257 pupils. 

The attached statistical and financial data shows: 

1. The constant increase in the tax rate for school operations. 

2. The rapid increase in population, total pupils, and federally connected 
pupils. 

3. Rapid increase in bonded indebtedness. 

4, Capital funds appropriated by county, State, and Federal (Public 
Law 815). 

5. Operating budget receipts by county, State, and Federal (Public Law 
874), and Federal all other. 

6. List of Federal installations located in Montgomery County. 

Objection is made to the sections of H.R. 7140 that reduce the rate of reim- 
bursement for pupils whose parents are employed on Federal property within the 
school district from 50 to 40 percent and for pupils whose parents are employed 
on Federal property not in the school district from 50 to 25 percent. I must con- 
fess that I am unable to establish in my own mind what the exact rate of reim- 
bursement should be. However, the 50-percent rate has been considered fair 
and equitable since the inception of the program. In light of the financial prob- 
lems associated with public education today, it would appear unwise to foster 
any change that would aggravate the situation. The evidence I have heard 
appears to justify retaining the present program. 

Governmental services including public education is a business, big business. 
Government like industry hires people, procures supplies, then produces material 
things such as roads and buildings or renders services such as operating legis- 
lative bodies, courts of justice, and public school systems. Government opera- 
tions are financed through taxes which in general are classified as income, sales, 
and real estate. How the revenue from these taxes is distributed to any particu- 
lar governmental service is difficult to analyze. 

Employees and employers pay income, sales, and real estate taxes; hence, 
through their efforts produce the funds to support all governmental operations. 
The Federal Government is by far the largest employer in the area. In fact 
approximately one-third of our pupils are federally connected. The Federal 
Government as a non-tax-paying employer meets its obligation to support public 
education through Public Law 815 and 874. The employer's obligation should not 
be less when the location of the employment is outside the school] district. 

In closing, I would like to say that Public Laws 815 and 874 were originated 
and developed through the combined efforts of school people and legislators to _ 
meet a school problem. Congress is to be commended for the manner in which 
it has handled the Federal impact problems in the past. I feel that if given the 
facts Congress will again recognize and solve the present Federal impact prob- 
lem. 

The representatives of the U.S. Office of Education have administered legisla- 
tive acts of Congress diligently and fairly. While considerable data is prepared 
to support eligibility for funds there has been no evidence of Federal control of 
education. 

I personally believe that Montgomery County is justified in receiving Federal 
aid under Public Laws 815 and 874 for the children of parents employed on 
Federal property in Montgomery County and the surrounding area, at the exist- 
ing reimbursement rates. 
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Therefore, I respectfully request the committee to render an unfavorable re- 


port on H.R. 7140. 


Boagrp OF EDUCATION OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, ROCKVILLE, Mp. 


Schedule of school taa per $100 of assessed value 


















































Year Fate | Year—Continued Rate 
8 ai tell a Aiea a ee $1. 42 a aa ai Sle RARE i a $1. 67 
EE esa 1. 52 se ote oe, 1. 72 
ERS, Sa Ae 1. 61 1957-58 Eoin ein le at taeda ae 1. 83 
(ane te Da poh Sl ergata 1. 50 DEE oe Soe oe 25 on ee 1. 95 
Po annie oan 1. 59 1959-60 (estimated) .___--- 2.19 

Schedule of population, total pupils, and federally connected pupils 
Estimated Federally Estimated Federally 
Year population |Total pupils} connected Year population | Total pupils} connected 
pupils pupils 

1950-51....... 175, 000 28, 196 1, 672 |] 1955-56......- 281, 000 52, 550 14, 380 

1951-52 185, 000 32, 580 2, 209 1956-57_.....- 301, 000 57, 723 18, 439 

1952-53_.. 220, 000 38, 054 2,715 || 1957-58... 321, 000 63, 078 19, 949 

1953-54_...... 247, 000 42,711 4,749 || 1958-59.....-- 333, 000 68, 264 21, 576 

1954-55_.._.-- 7, 000 47, 790 13, 078 || 1959-60 (esti- 

mated) - __- 348, 000 73, 729 23, 100 
Schedule of county and school bonded debt 

Year: Bonded debt | Year—Continued Bonded debt 
Oh ie ed $28, 615, 550 SS | BSS ee $54, 710, 354 
1951-52____........ 34, 849, 700 /  ) eae 61, 045, 064 
a 44, 401, 937 ee 60, 932, 355 
1953-54__.......... 49, 136, 314 Ss | Ae 67, 225, 166 
1954-55_...-......- 50, 473, 725 1959-60 (estimated). 74, 000, 000 

Capital funds appropriated, 1950-51 through 1959-60 
County State ! Federal Public Law 815 Total 
Year 
Amount | Percent-| Amount | Percent-| Amount | Percent-| Amount | Percent- 
age age age age 

1950-51__....| $6, 598, 575 89 $796, 125 of AON eearietag) eae $7, 394, 700 100 

1951-52......| 7,034, 991 96 265, MO ESR aS 7, 300, 000 100 

1952-53 - . ...- 8, 000, 000 OS FJ oclbidssenl ida deweene $1, 829, 375 19 | 9,829, 375 100 

1953-54__ _. 4, 000, 000 | eae eee ee eet eee ree ---------| 4,000,000 100 

1954-55 _ - .. 7, 202, 999 | Reale SPT 2, 022, 000 22 | 9, 224, 999 100 

1955-56 _-..-- 6, 063, 550 ty A et * ae aS 2, 481, 930 29 | 8, 545, 480 100 

1956-57 _ . _. 5, 756, 810 SR Ee Re er seh 3, 298, 590 36 | 9,055, 400 100 

1957-58. .... 6, 216, 537 75 774, 984 Q 1, 300, 000 16 | 8, 291, 521 100 

1958-59... ... 10, 491, 343 85 710, 215 6 1, 082, 135 9 | 12, 283, 693 100 

1959-60. ...._] 10, 108, 510 83 785, 000 7 | 1,258, 560 10 | 12, 152,070 100 
Total__| 71, 473,315 81 | 3,331,333 4 | 13, 272, 590 15 | 88,077, 238 100 





























1 Does not include incentive fund receipts until 1957-58 as receipts were applied to debt service. 
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List OF FEDERAL PROPERTIES LOCATED IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD. 


AAA Missile, Derwood. 

AAA Missile, Olney. 

AAA Missile, Rockville. 

Army Map Service. 

Atomic Energy Commission. 

Dalecarlia Filtration Plant. 

David Taylor Model Basin. 

George Washington Memorial Parkway. 

Johns Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory, 8621 Georgia Avenue. 
Johns Hopkins Applied Physics Laboratory, 10000 Georgia Avenue. 
Latitude Observatory, U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

Little Falls project. 

National Capital Parks, C. & O. Canal. 

National Institutes of Health. 

National Naval Medical Center. 

Naval Ordnance Laboratory. 

Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Forest Glen Annex. 

Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Glen Haven housing site. 

Mr. Wurrrier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Frecincuvuysen. Very briefly, Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would 
like to ask Dr. Whittier the same question I asked Mrs. Cook. 

Do you believe that an individual taxpayer who is employed by the 
Federal Government is unable to make the same contribution toward 
the cost of educating his own children than someone who is not em- 
ployed by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Wurrrtter. I think the point there is as an individual taxpayer, 
the answer she said would be “No.” The point is that his effort con- 
tributing toward the improvement of a business is not recognized in 
the same manner. 

It seems to me it is that distinction that one would keep in mind. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Is not recognized in the same manner ? 

Mr. Wuirtier. That is right, in the same manner as his contribu- 
tion to a business, which obviously builds up the business, which then 
is a potential tax support. It is not in the same relationship. That 
would be the distinction as I see it. 

Mr. Fretrincuuysen. Your argument again is that because he is 
working for a business which does not contribute anything in the 
form of taxes on its property, there is created an obligation ! 

Mr. Wuirrtier. That is one of the reasons; yes, sir. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I assume that a great many of these are 
people whose property is being taxed. They live in the district. As 
you say, one out of every three is a Federal employee, and those indi- 
viduals contribute in the way of individual taxes themselves as people 
who work for a private employer. 

Mr. Wuirtier. That is right. 

Mr. Fre~incuuyseENn. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Barter. Mr. Lafore? 

Mr. Larorr. No, thank you. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you. 

Mr. Foley, we are going to have to move along rapidly here. 

Mr. Fotrey. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to inform you that we have 
representatives from both Frederick County and Washington County 
who have very brief statements, and I would like to call from Fred- 
erick County Mr. Chase C. Gove, Jr., a member of the board of edu- 
cation for that county, and Mr. Harry V. Frushour, who is assistant 
superintendent of schools. 
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STATEMENTS OF CHASE C. GOVE, JR., MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF 
EDUCATION, AND HARRY V. FRUSHOUR, ASSISTANT SUPERIN- 
TENDENT OF SCHOOLS, FREDERICK COUNTY, MD. 


Mr. Gove. I am Chase C. Gove, Jr., a member of the Board of Edu- 
cation of Frederick County. We do not have a prepared statement. 
We will try to make our comments very brief. 

Mr. Frushour has some statistics that apply immediately to our 
county and I hope again he will be brief with them. 

I would like to point out that I think we can fee] that there is some 
room for consideration of this bill rather than coming here in flat 
opposition to it. We would like to point out an area of it that per- 
haps is a little bit unfair and works a hardship on the budget of the 
Federal Government. It may be a little different approach, but we 
have people in our county who are commuting in excess of 50 miles 
one ring to work and we are receiving Federal assistance for those 
people. 

We like to receive that Federal assistance. We are honored that 
they choose to live in Frederick County, but we realize again that 
perhaps that is not fair in the overall picture. The definitions in 
one of the bills define that we shall receive assistance if the children 
live within reasonable commuting distance of the school, but there is 
no commentary in there with respect to the parents’ reasonable com- 
muting distance of work, and perhaps some boundary could be drawn 
if the committee has to make some cut in this appropriation, but defi- 
nitely we feel that where there is an operation such as we have within 
the boundaries of the city of Frederick, Fort Dietrich, which came in 
and purchased over 1,200 acres of our city boundary and established 
an operation and made substantial improvements, which are tax-free, 
and a great many children live on that installation within the bound- 
aries of it in Government housing, there is a need. 

Mr. Frushour, our assistant superintendent, has some statistics 
which I think he will present at this time. 

Mr. Frusnour. Mr. Chairman, 12% percent of the total school 
enrollment of Frederick County is represented by the Federal im- 
pacted children; 92349 percent of the total enrollment in Frederick 
County are children whose parents reside on the post or work on the 
post at Fort Dietrich. 

Recently the board of education was forced to condemn 12 acres 
of land within the corporate limits of Frederick City and we paid 
$5,000 in condemnation proceedings for that per acre. 

Now, representing Fort Dietrich, 1,250 acres within the corporate 
limits of Frederick would place a value in excess of $6 million on. 
the land that Fort Dietrich is located on. 

Our assessed valuation in Frederick County is based on 55 percent 
of the total value of the land. This would then represent a loss as far 
as taxable wealth is concerned of in excess of $3 million. This repre- 
sents 8 cents on the tax rate in Frederick County. 

If House bill 7140 is enacted, it will be a loss of $31,592 to Frederick 
County. We would have to have a 2-cent increase in the tax rate in 
Frederick County to absorb this loss. 

Therefore, I urgently request that the committee turn down the 
portion of the bill which would lower the percentage of assistance for 
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those people who live off the post from 50 percent of the payment to 
40 percent of the payment. 

Mr. Fre.rncuuysen. What will that mean dollarwise? 

_It sounds like a very insignificant reduction, as far as your par- 
ticular area is concerned, if most of them live on the property. Are 
you going to be financially affected at all, or significantly, by any 
earning that might be proposed ? 

Mr. Frusnour. Percentagewise, we will be affected the same as 
anybody else will be; in total amount of money, no. 

Mr. Gove. $31,000 may not seem like a tremendous amount of 
money. 

Mr. Freiincuuysen. I did not hear the figure. What are you 
getting in the total Federal amount ? 

Mr. Frusuour. We should receive this year $130,000 in Federal 
money. If the change takes place, we then will have a loss of $31,592. 

Mr. Frec_incuuysen. Representing how much ¢ 

Mr. Frusuovur. That would represent 2 cents on the tax rate in 
Frederick County. We would have to increase our tax rate 2 cents 
in order to absorb the loss. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. I just wonder how you arrived at a loss of 
$31,000. That represents the children of employees who do not live 
on the Federal property ¢ 

Mr. FrusnHoor. Tt is taking your bill and applying the children of 
the parents that reside in our county who work for the Federal Gov- 
ernment, applying the new percentage rates and then arriving at that 
reduction. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. That is applying the 40 percent instead of 50 
percent as well as the 25 percent instead of 50 percent ? 

Mr. Frusuour. Yes, sir. Applying the new percentages we would 
stand to lose $31,592, where if the bill is not enacted, then we will 
receive $130,000. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. Thank you. 

Mr. Battery. Mr. Lafore? 

Mr. Larore. No questions. 

Mr. Bamtey. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Gove. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to testify. 

Mr. Fotry. Our last witness, Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Victor Martin, 
supervisor of pupil personnel, the Washington County School Board. 

Mr. Martin. 


STATEMENT OF VICTOR R. MARTIN, SUPERVISOR OF PUPIL PER- 
SONNEL, WASHINGTON COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD, ON BEHALF OF 
WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION AND WASHING- 
TON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. Martin. Mr. Chairman, I am Victor Martin from the Wash- 
ington County Board of Education, and I am here today to represent 
the Washington County Board of Education and the Washington 
County Commissioners. 

I am here to state that I want to go on record as being opposed to 
the provisions of H.R. 7140. I have a short statement. Would you 
care for me to read it, or just put it in. 
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Mr. Battey. I suspect, in view of the fact we have a lot of other 
witnesses here, if you would be satisfied to put it in, that will go in the 

‘printed record. However, I can give you a couple of minutes if you 
want to. 

Mr. Fre_incuvuysen. Give us in one sentence why you are opposed, 
Mr. Martin. ‘That may be the easiest way. 

Mr. Martin. As it stands now, we would stand to lose if H.R. 7140 
finally goes into full effect. We are getting approximately a quarter 
of a million dollars and we would receive approximately or less than 
$10,000 per year, and what we are receiving now amounts to roughly 
25 cents on the local tax rate. 

Mr. Frev_incuuysen. Tell me again. You would drop from $250,- 
000 to $10,000 ? 

Mr. Martrn. This year the estimated final total payment would be 
$248,316.04, and then as H.R. 7140 finally goes into full effect we would 
be reduced to less than $10,000 per year. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. “Fins ly goes into full effect”’? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FrELINGHUYSEN. You mean immediately after the enactment or 
over a period of years ? 

Mr. Marrin. No. Over the period of the years that it stands for, 
we would lose. 

Mr. Battery. Mr. Lillywhite. 

Mr. B. Aupen Littywuire (Associate Director, Division of School 
Assistance in Federally Affected Areas, Office of Education). I think 
I can explain the reason. 

I think the major part of their entitlement comes from federally 
owned property that is outleased to a private operator and that, under 
H.R. 7140, no longer becomes Federal property. In other words, it is 
removed from the definition of “Federal property,” so that they could 
not count the employees on that. 

Rather than just a change in the rate of payment, that is removed 
entirely. 

Mr, FretincuuyseNn. I wish we had time to explore this. 

Mr. Littywuire. That is the reason for the cut. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. What is the private employer? 

Mr. Martin. Air Force plant 11 of Fairchild Aircraft Corp. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. They pay taxes. 

Mr. Martin. Not on those portions of Air Force plant 11; no, sir. 
We had a total last year of 3,042.1 youngsters and approximately 2,800 
of those are of parents who work at Air Force plant 11. 

Mr. Littywuire. One more thought, Mr. Chairman. 

If that plant is not subject to taxation, then it would not be re- 
moved under the law. It would not be removed from the definition 
of “Federal property.” They could still count it. Only if it is sub- 
ject to taxation is it removed under H.R. 7140. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I wish we had time to discuss it, Mr. Chair- 
man, because I do not understand sg ne is a stepping down of 
program. I guess that is what Mr. Martin is referring to, but if 
the Federal share is going to drop from $248,000 to $10,000, I think 
we ought to have an explanation of just what is involved, just what 
kind of a relationship this is, and just how we step out. 

Is it that you are not ever going to get any taxes to replace that? 
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Mr. Martin. That I can’t answer, sir, but if it should remain as 
tax-free property, of course we would get the money based on as 
H.R. 7140 stands now, and with that formula, which I have not 
figured out, but if it is as Mr. Lillywhite stated, then we would not 
be eligible because it would be taken out of the Public Law 874 en- 
titlement. 

Mr. Littywurre. If it becomes ineligible, it would then be sub- 
ject to taxation. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. That is what I am trying to find out. 

Mr. Martin does not say whether it would be subject to taxes. 
If you are to get a tax from somewhere else, the fact that there is 
going to be a large withdrawal of Federal responsibility doesn’t 
arouse our sympathy quite as much as if you were going to be hav- 
ing to make that up somewhere else. 

Mr. Battery. The Chair would like to make the point that as long 
as that property remains in the Federal Government, there will be 
no taxes. 

Mr. Littywuire. If the title remains in the Federal Government 
and it is outleased to a private operator, the Supreme Court over 
the last 5 years has interpreted that it can be taxed at full value— 
and that is the situation, as I understand here—that he is describing. 

Mr. Batter. Not the real estate can be taxed, just their operating? 

Mr. Littywuite. No. The real estate may be taxed at full value. 
I am not saying in this particular plant, but under the recent Supreme 
Court decisions. 

Property owned by the Federal Government and outleased to pri- 
vate operators may be taxed at approximately the full value of the real 
estate. That was the Sharpy Air Force Base v. Sharpy County origi- 
nal decision, and our presentation regarding these laws explains that 
situation. 

Mr. FreLINcHUYSEN. How about the present law? Do you mean to 
say that we would be giving Federal payment to property which was 
fully taxable? 

Mr. Littrwuire. We now include as Federal property, since 1953, 
property owned by the Federal Government and outleased to a private 
operator, even though it is subject to a leasehold interest or a use tax, 
and then we deduct from the gross entitlement of the school district 
any tax that is paid on that property. 

There are some States that do not have State legislation authorizing 
such taxation; other States do have it. 

“oo Battery. There you assess the leasehold and not the property 
itself ? 

Mr. Littywurre. That is right; but my point was, as to the lease- 
hold or the use value, that the Supreme Court over a series of recent 
decisions has said it can be taxed at approximately its full real prop- 
erty value. 

Mr. Frevincnuysen. Mr. Martin, you are not arguing there is any 
inequity involved in either the present or proposed law ? 

r. Martin. No, sir. 

Mr. Frevtrinecnvysen. If there is going to be a replacement for what 
you have been getting from the Federal Government. 

Mr. Martin. No, sir; but if we did not, it would mean 25 cents on 
our present taxes, 
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Mr. Fretincnouysen. If you did not; but you would not unless you 
did. If the Federal Government reduces its responsibility and your 
eligibility is reduced very sharply, it does not necessarily mean you 
will lose money because there is a taxable flavor to the property which 
had formerly foe tax exempt, as I understand the proposal or exist- 
ing law. 

r. Batter. Does the State of Maryland have provision for lease- 
hold assessment ¢ 

Mr. Martin. That I can’t answer, sir. 

Mr. Littywatre. I don’t think they do. 

Mr. Martin. I don’t think so, sir. 

Mr. Baitey. Then you would be in difficulty if legislation was 
passed and it turned out that Maryland did not have provision for 
such a leasehold ¢ 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Larore. I do not understand it that way. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lillywhite, if you do not get anything back, you do not subtract 
anything, do you? 

Mr. Littywutre. No; but what Mr. Bailey said, I think, was if it 
cannot be taxed, it would not be eliminated from the definition of 
“Federal property.” 

Mr. Battery. That is right. 

We appreciate very much your appearance, Mr. Martin. We hope 
nothing too bad happens to you. 

Mr. Fotey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

That is the last of our witnesses. We appreciate your courtesy and 
consideration. 

Mr. Barry. Thank you, Mr. Foley. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Martin follows :) 


STATEMENT OF VICTOR R. MARTIN, SUPERVISOR OF PUPIL PERSONNEL, WASHINGTON 
County, Mb. 


I represent the Washington County, Md., Board of Education and the Wash- 
ington County Commissioners, and wish to go on record for them as opposed to 
the provisions of H.R. 7140, which would amend present legislation included in 
Public Laws 874 and 815. 

Public Law 874 has been of tremendous assistance to Washington County. 
Over 18 percent of the pupils in daily attendance are children of parents who 
work on or live on federally owned property. The average daily attendance for 
the school year 1958-59 was 16,821.2 pupils, of which 3,042.1 were federally con- 
nected. The total amount of the payment of $248,316.04 represented approxi- 
mately 25 cents on the local property tax rate. The summary of the statistics 
for the previous 3 school years is as follows: 


School assistance, Public Law 874 


| Total Payment 
School year current Public Law | Total, ADA | Sec. 3, ADA Percent 
expenditures 874 








ot | 

ON! ILS peat ARS te i SE). \e4, 029, 569. 70 $225, 423. 00 16, 196.7 3104. 5 

Re ee ees | 5, 972, 840. 50 | 230, 355. 45 | 16, 845. 6 3041.6 

1958-59 6, 085, 397. 57 2 248, 316. 04 | 16, 921. 2 3042. 1 
exit | 








1 Preliminary payment received, $202,202. 
2 Estimated final total payment. 
Rate of payment 
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Washington County is dependent upon the property tax for support of its 
school system. The community is undergoing a business recession which is 
rather sharp and severe. On one occasion recent statistical reports for the Nation 
showed Washington County with one of the highest rates of unemployment. 

The full impact of H.R. 7140 would reduce Washington County’s assistance 
from over $200,000 per year to an assistance of less than $10,000 per year. 

To eliminate or reduce the present rate of support provided by Public Law 
874 would seriously hamper Washington County’s economy, affect its school sys- 
tem, and hinder its orderly growth. Therefore, we wish to go on record as 
vigorously opposed to the provisions of H.R. 7140 which would amend Public 
Laws 874 and 815. 

Next is our colleague from Ohio, Mr. Moeller. Come forward, 


please, Mr. Moeller, and identify yourself for the record. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER H. MOELLER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 


Mr. Moetier. Mr. Chairman, this may be on or off the record. I 
am happy to follow my good colleague from Maryland, Mr. Foley, 
and would strongly substantiate what he has said in view of the fact 
that my wife taught for a number of years in Montgomery County 
and I know the problems those people have there with respect to the 
impacted area field in their schools. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the 

rivilege of appearing before you this morning and testifying in 
Fehalf of the school systems in my district with respect to proposed 
changes in Public Laws 874 and 815. I know that you have received 
a great deal of testimony on this most important problem and I do 
not wish to take up too much of your time. However, because of the 
adverse effect the proposals made by the administration to reduce 
benefits would have on the schools in my district, I do wish to make 
this brief statement. 

Approximately 20 separate school systems in my district have been 
receiving Federal funds to help support their schools because of the 
increased school enrollments caused by the influx of people employed 
by Federal establishments or firms having defense contracts with the 
Federal Government. These include schools operated by cities, by 
local school districts, and by certain of our counties. The total amount 
involved each year, about $102,000 according to the figures I have at 
hand, is not large by the standards of many areas or when compared 
to the total amount of such assistance rendered to all the schools in the 
United States. 

However, it bulks extremely large in the tax structure of our local 
areas which are not among the most prosperous in this country. 

Approximately 1,200 school-age children of parents employed 
directely or indirectly by the Federal Government provide the basis 
for this aid to our schools. By far the largest percentage of these 
are the children of parents who work in Federal installations not 
actually located in the school district. The few others are the children 
of people employed by defense contractors. In any event, they are all 
so-called B category cases. Thus, the effect of the administration’s 
proposals embodied in the Kearns bill, H.R. 7140, would be to cut the 
funds our schools are receiving almost exactly in half, from $102,000 
to $51,000 per year. 
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To impose such an additional tax burden on these 20 school districts 
would be extremely difficult. I am afraid that the net result would 
be a lowering of the standards of education instead. This penalty 
would apply to all of the children alike, whether their parents were 
or were not newcomers to the district or were or were not employees 
of the Federal Government. 

It is manifestly unfair to ask the citizens of my district or of any 
area to assume such a penalty, or to shoulder an additional burden of 
taxes to maintain the standard of education in their schools, when the 
increased cost of operating the schools can be traced directly to a Fed- 
eral activity, which must be the case under the present terms of Pub- 
lic Law 874 to make them eligible for the aid they are now getting. 

The problem is similar with respect to funds for equipping new 
schoolbuildings in these areas under Public Law 815. It is expected 
that increased school enrollments will require abandoning some of 
our smaller schools and the construction of new consolidated schools 
to accommodate to the changing conditions. At least a part of such 
increased enrollments are traceable to the Federal activities of which I 
have been speaking. I strongly oppose any changes in the present 
law which would deprive us of the minimum amount of Federal aid 
in financing this new construction to which we are entitled under the 
present law. 

To address myself for a moment to the philosophy behind Public 
Laws 874 and 815, it seems to me self-evident that when the Federal 
Government engages in an activity which has among its resu'ts the 
addition of an appreciable number of children to the school rolls in 
an area, then the citizens of that area have every right to expect that 
they shall not be required to bear alone the cost of providing for the 
education of such children. 

After a great many years, when all the effects of these radical 
changes in the community structure have worn off; when the employ- 
ment at the Federal activity has been stabilized for a long period of 
time; when the newly arrived Federal employees have become prop- 
erty owners and have been absorbed into the community completely, 
with particular respect to their bearing a full share of the taxload; 
and when the cost of expended school operations have been completely 
amortized ; then we may think of reducing the amount of Federal aid 
required, 

At present, however, the funds we have received from the Govern- 
ment do not begin to pay the fair share of the additional cost which 
might be expected. 

Yertainly the time has yet come when school districts located ad- 
jacent to or near other districts in which a Federal installation is 
actually located should be discriminated against. Where large in- 
stallations are involved particularly, such as Lockbourne Air Force 
Base and Whitehall Army Depot near my district, the problem raised 
is actually greater than that for a school district which may have a 
part of the installation within its geographic area. 

These establishments are of such size and employ so many persons 
that it would be physically impossible for any large percentage of 
their employees to live in a school district which at the same time 
overlaps the installation’s boundaries. Thus, the heavier burden is 
thrown on those nearby communities which house the employees. This 
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is the case with communities in Fairfield County in my district and 
in Lancaster, the county seat, where I reside. 

To a lesser extent it involves also school districts in Hocking, Jack- 
son, and Athens Counties in Ohio. For that reason I am particularly 
opposed to the aspects of the Kearns bill which give preferential 
oe to school districts within whose bounds a Federal property 
is located. 


As a supplement to these remarks I wish to introduce for the record 
of these hearings two letters I have received from Mr. J. E. Brown, 
superintendent of schools in Lancaster, Ohio, and from Mr. Paul R. 
Cummins, superintendent of the Fairfield County schools, which give 
more explicit details with respects to the situation in their jurisdic- 
tions. 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your courtesy in hearing me out 
this morning. 

Mr. Barzy. Without objection the letters will be included in the 
record. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


LANCASTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Lancaster, Ohio, August 7, 1959. 
Hon. WALTER MOELLER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN MOELLER: I regret that I shall be unable to be in Wash- 
ington, at least for the next few days. I am therefore sending material con- 
cerning Lancaster and Public Law 874. 

I contacted Paul Cummins, superintendent of the Fairfield County schools, 
and asked him for a breakdown of money from 874 for Fairfield County. His 
letter is enclosed with mine. 

Lancaster public schools received more than $25,000 last year and this has 
been increasing at approximately $1,000 per year since we began in the pro- 
gram. The Public Law 874 money would mean about six teaching salaries for 
our system. You can readily see that a drastic cut could severely handicap 
our operation money. We have been counting on this money for the past few 
years and it has become an important part of our budget framework. 

I would appreciate anything which you can do in resisting any change in the 
Public Law 874 which is up for discussion this coming week. I would appre- 
ciate it if you would appear before the House committee in behalf of the schools 
of Fairfield County. 

Very sincerely yours, 
J. E. Brown, Superintendent of Schools. 


FAIRFIELD CouNTY Pusiic SCHOOLS, 
Lancaster, Ohio, August 7, 1959. 
Hon. Representative WALTER MOELLER, 
National House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear WALTER: I have recently been informed that there is some possibility 
that Public Law No. 874, which grants Federal aid to federally affected areas, 
is in danger of being reduced. We have come to depend, to a certain extent, 
upon these Federal funds for the operation of the schools in Fairfield County. 
It would be a hardship on some of the schools if this money is not forthcoming. 

The entitlements for the various districts for 1959 are as follows: 


Berne Union $ 2,336] Liberty Union 
Bloom-Carroll 12, 889 | Pickerington 
Clearcreek 1, 079 | Thurston 
Fairfield Union 1, 608 | Walnut Township 


It is apparent that some of these districts would be considerably affected if 
this money were to be withdrawn or the amount drastically reduced. In some 





ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL FOR PUBLIC LAWS 815 AND 874 327 


eases it would amount to 1% mills on the valuation and if the money does not - 
come from Federal sources we, of course, would have to try and levy it locally. 


I trust that you will use your influence in attempting to retain the provisions 
of Public Law No. 874. 


We are also very much interested in Public Law No. 815, which grants aid 
for equipment in new school buildings in federally affected areas. We have 
received substantial amounts from this bill in both the Carroll and Liberty 
Union Schools at the time their new buildings were erected. Since we are 
going to have considerable consolidation, eventually requiring the construction 
of several new buildings in the near future, I feel certain that Public Law 
815 would be equally important to us. 

Yours truly, 


Paut R. Cummins, Superintendent. 
Mr. Bartey. Thank you very much. 
We will now hear from our colleague, Mr. Sikes. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Srxes. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the time of the committee 
and I certainly do not want to infringe upon the privileges of my 
colleague from Maryland who is doing very fine work here. I want to 
say to his delegation that we are proud of him as a Congressman. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to take a minute or two. I know that 
yours is a busy committee and with your permission I would just take 
a minute or two and point out some of the problems that we would 
have if there were a change in Public Law 815 or Public Law 874. 

Before I do that, if I may I would like to say that I think that your 
committee and you as chairman have done one of the outstanding serv- 
ices that we have known in Congress in your efforts to help solve prob- 
lems affecting education, and I know this has been an extremely diffi- 
cult and exacting job from the standpoint of requirements of time. I 
know you spend many, many long hours in session, but it is appre- 
ciated by your colleagues because it is a most valuable service. 

Mr. Chairman, I live in an area which is particularly affected by 
Public Laws 815 and 874. My home county is Okaloosa in Florida. 
At the time Eglin Air Force Base was established we had about 15,000 
people in the immediate area. Now we have 55,000, 19 years later. 
The two adjoining counties of Santa Rosa and Walton have shown a 
tremendous growth asa result of the impaction of the Eglin Air Force 
Base and of Whiting Naval Station. 

If there were a reduction, as has been proposed, in the benefits to 
be derived under these measures we simply could not provide the type 
of schooling that the dependents of servicemen are entitled to. It 
simply is impossible with that kind of growth to pay from our local 
tax revenue the bill for a first-class educational system which we want 
these children to have. 

One of the provisions which would establish a separate category for 
children whose parents work on Federal property outside their re- 
spective school districts would hit us particularly hard because the 
parents of these children live in the three counties and they work on 
the reservation. That would cut from 50 percent to 25 percent the 
local contribution rate on a very substantial number of children. This 
thing would simply be ruinous to us insofar as a decent school system 
is concerned. 

451355922 
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We have in Florida, in an effort to bolster our school funding prob- 
lems, passed a law in the legislature which just adjourned placing a 
$50 tuition fee on nonresidents whose children attend school in the 
State. However, civil service workers and servicemen were exempted, 
so that we would have no benefits in these federally impacted areas 
from that new law to help offset the loss in revenue that we would 
have if the recommended changes in Public Laws 815 and 874 were 
adopted. 

I earnestly hope and strongly recommend, Mr. Chairman, that there 
be no changes in this program. We simply could not operate first- 
class schools in counties as badly impacted as mine are if any changes 
were to be made. 

Mr. Sixes. That is all, sir. If there are questions I would be glad 
to try to answer them. 

Mr. Barry. Any questions, Mr. Frelinghuysen ? 

Mr. Frevtincuuysen. A couple of brief questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sikes, I wonder whether this growth that you referred to over 
the past 20 years has stopped? Has the population become relatively 
stable in your area? You mentioned that it had grown from 15,000 
to 55,000 over a 20-year period. 

Mr. Sixes. If it has stopped it has stopped in the last year or so. 
About 2 years ago we had a statement of our population in those three 
counties. They were at that time continuing to grow, because there 
is expansion in these military activities and, of course, there is an 
expansion in the local economy as a result of the expanding military 
activities. If there has been a change it is in the last year or two. The 
1960 census will show us more about that. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. Does your statement indicate how many of 
your children are federally connected? What percentage ? 

Mr. Sixes. I have that information for 1 of the counties and I 
realize it should be here for the 3 counties that I referred to, but 
in Okaloosa County, 4,066 children in the last year. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. Out of a total of ? 

Mr. Sixes. I don’t have that. I will have to get it for you. I have 
it in my office. 

(Mr. Sikes’ prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN Bop Sikes Berore EpucatTion SuscOMMITTEE 


Mr. Chairman, I am well aware that the present administration is seeking 
ways to economize in the cost of government, and I must say that I, too, have 
been greatly concerned at the mounting cost of operating our Government; 
however, I do not think the field of education is the place to begin cutting 
corners. 

At no time in history has so much worldwide attention been placed on educa- 
tion and the necessity for a nation to be strong through a well-educated popula- 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, you have before you proposals for changes in the provisions 
of Public Laws 815 and 874. I am here today to voice my strong opposition to 
any changes in these very important and worthwhile programs. 

One of the proposed changes would reduce the Federal participation under 
section 3(b)2 of Public Law 874. I fail to understand the justification for 
this proposed change. 

In my own particular district in Florida, this proposed change would pose a 
great threat to the future of education in several of the counties. I would 
like to call your attention to one area where the continuation of the present 
provisions under Public Law 874 are a necessity. 

The vast Eglin Air Force Base, which is located on a reservation containing 
800 square miles, has been responsible for overnight growth and development 
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in the surrounding area. Without Federal assistance it would have been im- 
possible for the local school authorities to provide the school facilities necessary 
to give our youngsters proper educational opportunities. At the time Eglin 
was established, the population of the surrounding area was about 15,000. To- 
day, there exists a booming metropolitan area of 55,000 people, with tremendous 
demands on the local and State governing bodies for more and improved public 
facilities which were nonexistent a few years ago. 

It must be remembered that military personnel, not of their own choice, are 
required to move from one military installation to another and very few of 
them have the opportunity to own taxable property from which the local govern- 
ments may derive taxes for education purposes. In Okaloosa County, Fla., alone, 
some 4,066 children attended the school system under the 3(b)2 provisions of 
Public Law 874, for an entitlement of $307,877.52 for payments for average 
daily attendance. Had the proposed change been in effect during this past 
year, the county school system would have lost some $61,559.24. I am sure you 
can visualize what such a loss would do to the county’s education budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I have strongly supported the programs under Public Laws 
815 and 874. We cannot expect our local school systems to appropriate huge 
sums of money for schools when the students may be transferred at any time, 
thereby leaving the school system with huge obligations but without adequate 
income. Under the present provisions, the qualifying school systems are being 
paid one-half the national average local contribution rate for children in the 
3(b)2 category which amounts to $75.72. Under the proposed change in Public 
Law 874, payment for children in this category would be reduced to 40 percent 
of the local contribution rate which would be $60.58 per child in average daily 
attendance. 

While it is true that military installations create economic growth and 
deevlopment, I do not feel that the local communities should be required to 
undertake the full obligation of providing the schooling for our military de- 
pendents. The demands created are entirely out of line with the ability of the 
local community to pay. 

Another change in the 3(b)2 classification would be to establish a separate 
category for the children whose parents work on Federal property outside their 
respective school districts. Under the proposed change, the rate of payment 
would be cut from 50 percent of the average local contribution rate to 25 per- 
cent of the rate. In Okaloosa County alone, this change would involve a loss 
of about $4,000 a year to the local school system. 

Mr. Chairman, the Third District of Florida is proud of the fact that it has 
several military installations, including Eglin Air Force Base, Hurlbert Air 
Foree Base, Tyndall Air Force Base, the naval air station, and numerous 
auxiliary fields. I hope the members of this committee, in considering the 
proposed changes, will pay special attention to the fact that some of these 
installations are located in more than one county, and would be heavily penal- 
ized. The result would be a sharp drop in educational standards with a 
resulting unjustifiable penalty upon the children of local residents and service 
personnel alike. 

1 hope the distinguished members of this committee will afford each of the 
counties their due consideration as participants under Public Law 874. 

In closing, I would like to point out that very rarely does the Federal par- 
ticipation cover the actual cost per pupil in average daily attendance. Instead 
of proposing cuts in the program, it may well be that we should be considering 
an increase in certain areas. I sincerely hope this committee will oppose any 
change in Public Laws 815 and 874 because they are so very necessary to the 
future of our country in providing assistance for the education of our military 
and Government employees’ children. 


Mr. Frevincuvuysen. Then on this question of impact, of course, 
to some extent you can argue that an impact is something that hits a 
community suddenly when it isn’t prepared for it, that there isn’t a 
sufficient tax base to build the schools and operate them because the 
growth was very rapid and was attributable to the Federal activity. 
Once the Federal activity is established and the taxpayers move in or 
the Federal employees move into homes it might well be argued to 
be a lessening of an impact, and to some extent this proposal to take 
a look at the formula of distributing aid tries to distinguish between 
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varieties of impact. There is less of an impact if the Federal activity 
is outside of the school district and so on. 

You don’t have any objection to our examining the problem, even 
TA in your particular case there might be a serious financial 
problem arising out of any change in the formula. 

Mr. SIKEs. Of course you should examine the problem. That is 
part of your responsibility and I want you to be certain that I have 
no objection to this matter being fully explored. I think that is a 
proper thing to do. In the case of the Eglin Air Force Base in par- 
ticular, there has been a change in assignment so that a great man 
personnel are being brought into the area who hold higher ran 
or higher paying jobs and most of them have larger families. They 
are replacing personnel of lower rank or lower paying jobs. The 
shift to missile activity is what is causing that. They are bringing 
in bigger families, so this actual impaction is increasing in the Eglin 
area particularly. I would like to point out that my State is making 
efforts to meet this problem. 

We have depended in part upon tax revenues from real estate. The 
Federal Government owns a very substantial part of the real estate 
in these three counties. About half of the real estate in my home 
county is owned by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Freitincuvuysen. Therefore, to a large extent that is your 
problem ? 

Mr. Sixes. Congress has explored several times the possibility of 
some payment by the Federal Government in lieu of taxes to areas 
where the Federal Government owns most of the property, but 
nothing has ever been done about the problem to work it out. My 
State doesn’t depend entirely on tax revenues from real estate. That 
is one source of revenue, but it depends very substantially on other 
payments and it has bolstered from time to time its payments in an 
effort to keep up with the problems and responsibilities of providing 
an adequate educational system. 

We are growing so very fast down there. We have doubled the 
population in the last 12 or 15 years in the State of Florida and a 
great many people come into the State who don’t contribute as much 
as those who are residents. Many of the new people do not contribute 
and there are a lot of people who come in for a few months as tourists 
and they are not counted as residents of course ; they add to our educa- 
tional problem. However, just the normal rate of growth of the 
populace expanded our educational problem tremendously. 

The taxes haven’t gone up as fast as the growth in population has, 
so that we are just having a difficult time providing enough facilities 
to take care of the tremendous influx of schoolchildren. 

Mr. FrRetincHuysEN. Perhaps we should consider your last com- 
mentary a pleading that we have a Federal responsibility because of 
the total growth in your State. 

Mr. Srxes. We are very pleased to have thé growth. We will work 
out our problems as best we can, but in these impacted areas we 
simply couldn’t provide the kind of schooling that we think the chil- 
dren of military or civil service personnel should have if we don’t 
have money. 

Mr. FrevincuuyseNn. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Bartey. Any questions, Mr. Lafore ? 
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Mr. Larore. No questions. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Srxes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to say again that this committee has rendered a very valuable 
service and we are grateful to you for the work you are doing. 

Mr. Battery. I am sure I can express the appreciation of the com- 
mittee for your comments and commendations. Thank you very 
much, 

Mr. Sixes. Thank you. 

Mr. Battery. We will next hear from another colleague, Mr. Wilson 
of California. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. WILSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have 
a witness with me who has come 3,000 miles to testify as to the prob- 
lems of our school district in San Diego County. I represent the 
major part of San Diego County. uo 

The city of San Diego is the fastest growing major city in the en- 
tire Nation. Our population is increasing at a rate of 40,000 people 
per year, which makes a need for about 500 new classrooms each year. 

I have 14 naval and Marine Corps installations in my district, 4 air- 
craft plants, and the Atlas missile plant. Fifty-two percent of the 
county is owned by the Federal Government and I can say that over 
the years Public Laws 815 and 874 have been in existence it has been 
a complete lifesaver for our school system. We would have been in ut- 
ter chaos if it had not been for Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Mr. Battry. May the Chair say to the gentleman from California 
that one of the points at which we held hearings back about 10 years 
ago on this legislation was at San Diego. I was familiar with the 


situation then and I can conceive that it has changed materially since 
then from what you say. 

Mr. Witson. Based on entitlement alone, not the dollar figure, but 
just based on entitlement, we are entitled now to more funds under 
Public Laws 815 and 874 than individual States. There are only five 
States that actually get more entitlement than our one county alone. 

There are 44 school districts in San Dug County, so the proposed 


change in the law that would require residence in the schoo} district 
would again create a real chaotic condition in San Diego County. 

Mr. Battery. Maybe you should have given some thought to creating 
a countywide board of education. 

Mr. Witson. Some thought has been given to it, but there are 44 
entirely individualistic school districts, I can assure you. 

Congressman Frelinghuysen mentioned the question of impact. Our 
impact is not in the nature of a sudden blow. It is in the nature of a 
continuing blow, rather than a tidal wave. It is a flood of new people 
coming into the area that are just actually creating such a problem 
that we would be unable to care for it if it had not been for the aid 
under Public Laws 815 and 874. 

The largest district in the county is the San Diego City School Sys- 
tem and I have with me the superintendent of San Diego City, Dr. 
Ralph Daillard, who is very knowledgeable on the problems of our 
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local area, and I would like to have him testify and to answer any 
questions that might be in the minds of you and the members of the 
committee, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battzy. Doctor, you may proceed with your presentation. 


STATEMENT OF RALPH DAILLARD, SUPERINTENDENT, SAN DIEGO 
CITY SCHOOLS, SAN DIEGO, CALIF. 


Mr. Datiiarp. Thank you. 

I will skip the first couple of pages here, gentlemen. It sets forth 
some of the facts of rapidity of growth, the number of installations 
that are within or immediately contiguous to our school district, and 
of the extent of the defense industries there located. I will try 
to go through without reading all of it, but it is worth noting that 
there is very little eligibility established by these industries for funds 
under Public Law 874. 

The astronautics plant, which produces the Atlas, the major U.S. 
weapon for international defense, returns a relatively small amount 
of taxes because all of the tools and tooling, inventory, work in 
process, and final product are property of the Federal Government, 
and, hence, are exempt from local property taxes. Because the land 
and buildings are owned by a private corporation, children of the 
employees are not eligible under Public Law 874. 

This same situation is also true of other plants in which a substan- 
tial portion of the total value of the operation is tax exempt because 
the major product of the plant is defense connected. 

We in California have been denied the right of taxing the posses- 
sory interest on this unsecured Federal property leased to a private 
firm. The San Diego school district alone is now in process of re- 
funding to corporations engaged in defense work an amount in ex- 
cess of $1 million for taxes collected on this possessory interest. 

Mr. Battery. They come back and require the district to pay up 
this money ? 

Mr. Darmiarp. Yes. It was assessed. The taxes came back and we 
are now repaying them. Our negotiations were not with the mem- 
bers of those corporations. They were with the general counsel of 
the Department of Defense. 

In other words, this refund is being made to the U.S. Government, 
not to the private properties included. 

Mr. Littywuire. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question there? 

Mr. BatLey. You would be better off with an explanation rather 
than ask a question. 

Mr. Lintywuire. It was my understanding that California law 
permitted a leasehold interest tax on the real property. 

Mr. DatLiarb. On the real property, yes. 

Mr. Liatiuywuire. That was my point. 

This is not a refunding of a leasehold interest tax paid on the real | 
property, but on the inventory and the goods in process; is that | 
correct 

Mr. Datmuxarp. That is right, which is the major value of those | 
plants. The plants themselves and the land represent but a small | 
value. When the “birds” that are flying down from Cape Canaveral © 
take about $2 million a copy I understand. The inventory of the | 
tools and tooling, the finished product, constitute a great deal more 
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than the cost of the land on which the astronautics plant was built, 
which the city presented at a very low figure, or the building itself. 

Mr. Larore. This machinery and inventory tax is levied by the 
State, or by the schol district, or by the county, or what ? 

Mr. Datuiarp. It was levied by the county, levied by the school 
district, on the possessory interest in that property. 

Mr. LaFore. Is it a common tax in California ? 

Mr. Dartuarp. It has been declared illegal. 

Mr. Larore. Was it a common tax? 

Mr. Dattiarp, It was common, yes. 

Mr. Larore. Throughout many political subdivisions ? 

Mr. Daituarp. That is right, and something in the neighborhood 
of $5 million, between $4 and $5 million, now is being refunded in the 
San Diego County area. Our share of it was about $114 million 
for our one jurisdiction. 

Mr. Larorr. You were declared illegal on Government inventory. 
Is it still illegal on private inventory ? 

Mr. Dartiarb. On private inventory, yes, on personal not. 

Mr. Littywuire. | thought the reason for that was the Government 
takes ownership as soon as they order it rather than after it is 
produced. 

Mr. Dartiarp. It covers property inventory tools and tooling. Most 
of the tools and tooling being highly specialized are the property of 
Federal agencies leased to the contractor. 

Mr. Littywuire. My understanding was a little bit different than 
this leasehold interest tax. 

Mr. Larore. Oh, it is. 

Mr. Dattiarp. I fail to recognize the difference. There may be a 
difference, but I do not think there is a distinction, Mr. Lillywhite, 
because we are limited to a property tax and the tax base consists 
of where a man lives, what he owns in personal property, where he 
works, and what he works on. You analyze any tax base and you 
will find those four elements. 

You start eliminating any of those and if you are to maintain 
normal services, you are merely piling more taxes back on the other. 

The largest element in these highly specialized plants are the things 
that he works with and on, not where he works, so that we are getting 
the smaller part of a normal property tax base. That is not an issue 
in this particular thing. 

Mr. Littywuirte. That was my only point. I am not questioning 
its seriousness. It just is not dealt with in the amendments. 

Mr. Daruarv. What you are dealing with is bad enough. 

Mr, Flemming’s proposals would so revise the law to heighten fur- 

ther this problem and to make ineligible any property on which any 
amount of Federal taxes could theoretically be collected regardless 
of the burden that property may be creating on the school districts 
of the area. 
__ The interpretation of that section is very difficult. I have gone over 
it with our lawyers and they are inclined to think that if there is a 
theoretical tax, we are out under California law, so this would elimi- 
nate properties that are there. 

The significance of the defense-connected industries in San Diego 
can be seen by the fact that during July of this year in our last report, 
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56,200 people, or 73 percent of all civilian employees working in manu- 
facturing in San Diego were working in aircraft and missile plants 
which are primarily defense connected. Consistently over recent 
years about one-half of the labor force of the city and county of San 
Diego has been employed directly on military bases or in defense 
industries. 

San Diego has become a significant and important scientific research 
center. 

A close relationship exists between San Diego’s growth in popula- 
tion and its development as a military and defense industry center. 
Because the stafling of these organizations required young men and 
women of working age, the influx of population to San Diego has been 
composed of young people. At the present time approximately 80 
percent of the population of the city is under 39 years of age and only 
20 percent is 40 or older. This has meant rapidly increasing birth 
rates and abnormally rapid increases in schoo] enrollments. 

The growth in schoo] enrollment, therefore, has even been more 
rapid than has the growth in city population. Total school enroll- 
ment in the San Diego city district has increased from 60,000 in 
1950-51, the first year these laws were applicable, to over 110,000 dur- 
ing this year just closed. Our average daily attendance during this 
period has increased from just over 50,000 in 1950-51 to approximately 
100,000 in the year just closed. 

It may interest you to know that more than one-half of the school- 
rooms now in use in the city of San Diego have been constructed since 
1950. 

The relationship between school enrollment and Federal activity is 
well shown by the fact that 24 to 43 percent of the eligible ADA, ex- 
clusive of junior college and adult classes, of this school district has 
been federally connected under the definitions of Public Laws 874 and 
815, applying the definitions living on or working on. 

Last year 24,000 of the 91,500 eligible children in average daily at- 
tendance were federally connected as defined by law. This is 10 per- 
cent of the total Federal connection in the State of California. It is 
more than 10 percent. 

There were 444 districts of, I believe, Federal impact shown last 
year under the law, with 219,000 federally connected children. More 
than 10 percent of those are in the city of San Diego; incidentally, 
those 444 districts have more than half of the total school enrollment 
of the State of California. 

In brief, gentlemen, I am speaking for a city school district which 
has been subject of abnormal growth and in which the major and pri- 
mary stimulus of growth has been the result of actions taken by the 
Federal Government in the interest of protection of all of the people 
of the Nation. A portion of the excess costs which our school district 
must bear are properly assessed to all of the people of the Nation by 
the laws now under review. We believe this to be proper, necessary, 
and equitable, and that the proposed amendments would have the ef- 
fect of transferring a portion of a just national burden from Federal 
revenue sources to the citizens of our city and those of other cities 
and communities with similar conditions. 

The test of the adequacy or desirability of any law is the degree to 
which the purposes of the law have been achieved. The purposes of 
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Public Law 874 were well and completely stated in the original law 
and in the report which accompanied it, and I quote those, with which 
you are familiar, which state the responsibility of the United States 
for impact on certain educational agencies and the intention to reim- 
burse those. 

The committee report accompanying H.R. 7940, Public Law 874, 
8ist Congress, 2d session, report No. 2287, states clearly the policy 
and philosophy of the statute in the following: 

Section 3 of the bill seeks to compensate school districts in reasonable 
amounts for the cost of educating children who, because they reside on tax- 
exempt Federal property or because their parents are employed on such property, 
do not in effect pay their own way. The underlying philosophy of this section 
is that the Federal Government, as a property owner, should pay to each local 
educational agency which furnishes education to children residing on or whose 
parents are employed on Federal property an amount per child roughly equivalent 
to the amount per child which other property owners in comparable communities 
pay toward the cost of educating children. Under this principle, Federal pay- 
ments to school districts are more closely related to the ‘burden imposed’ than 
to the value of the Federal property. The committee believes that this approach 
will be more equitable both to the Federal Government and to the local school dis- 
tricts involved. 

Mr. Bartey. In other words, you are saying there that it is a ques- 
tion of impact over and above and beyond the question of payments in 
lieu of taxes ? 

Mr. Dattxarp. I am not saying it, sir; I am merely quoting you. 

Mr. Frevincuvuysen. I do not want to anticipate your statement, 
but you do indicate as a result of that statement that the legislation that 
we have been operating under is not and never has been an in-lieu-of- 
tax bill and you criticize the proposed change because it would attempt 
to change the basic philosophy to an in-lieu-of-tax approach rather 
than the burden imposed. 

I would think you might end up with a far more generous recogni- 
tion of responsibility if you went to an in-lieu-of-tax base than if you 
went on the undue burden approach. If there is no undue burden, in 
spite of the fact that there are a number of federally connected chil- 

ren in your school district, you might lose money that otherwise would 
come to you automatically because the Government would be recogniz- 
ing that there was tax-free property and that they had an obligation. 

r. Dattiarp. The city of, San Diego would, if you would submit all 
the federally owned property in that area to the local taxes by a normal 
basis, receive many times what we receive under this bill. 

All I am pointing out is that, as a means of trying to solve a most dif- 
ficult problem and because there was Federal exempt property, this bill 
was proposed to pay school districts for educating chil ren that were 
there because of the activity of the Federal Government. 

Somebody long ago remarked something about you cannot be half 
free and half slave. If you want to go to an in-lieu-of-tax bill, be- 
lieve me, we will welcome it in our area because you own almost as 
much as the private citizens of that area own. 

We would be much better off, but do not, as this tries to do, by some 
very peculiar arithmetic, as I point out later here, try to combine an 
in-lieu-of-tax principle to a bill that was based on something alto- 
gether different. This bill says that: 


We will pay the agencies offering the education for the children that have been 
placed there because of Federal activity. 
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Since an average of 50 percent of our revenue comes from our local 
property tax, we could assume that the Public Law 874 payment 
should have been equal to about 12.5 percent of our expenditures that 
year. It was, in fact, equal to only 9.09 percent of the budget. 

Here is a table in the middle of page 8 which shows the relation- 
ship through the years, reducing this to full-time burden, the proper 
organization of the children in full-time load is of the total aki a 
of the school district, and the percentage that Public Law 874 provided 
in the budget. 

I have had occasion to review personally the records of a number 
of other California school districts and have found the same thing. 
[ have not analyzed districts outside of our State. It is not my pur- 
pose by this to be critical and say you are paying less. It shows each 
year that the bill provides something less than what might be assumed 
to be a fair share. 

It is my purpose to say that it is providing an amount roughly 
equivalent, and the explanation is fairly simply because each year’s 
payment is determined on a prior year’s cost. We have an inflationary 
period and the cost has been going up between 5 and 6 percent a year 
so automatically the amount will be less than the amount expended 
during the current year. 

The appropriate conclusion is that Public Law 874 is working re- 
markably wall as far as California school districts are concerned and 
that the measures and formulas written into the law are appropriate, 

uitable, and sensitive to change. There is no evidence that we can 
discover to support the proposed amendments for a change in the basic 
definitions in the law and a reduction of the payments made to school 
districts. 

In the following comment, I comment I don’t know how much it 
would reduce in San Diego. At a minimum the amendments would 
reduce our entitlement about $650,000 a year or about 25 percent of 
the entitlement. At a maximum, pbb on the legal definitions 
that are finally arrived at on this tax section and some of the others 
because if there is any condition under this law that exists you name 
it and we have it—we have every kind of arrangement there, the out- 
leased plant, everything else, within the city—it could cost us as much 
as a million and a quarter or approaching 50 percent of our entitlement. 
Since the only source of revenue is the property tax, it means from 
10 to 25 cents added to the property tax in that school district. 

It would mean, as it happens, probably more in the surrounding 
districts. The surrounding district, as Mr. Wilson commented, has 
been very heavily impacted, a large number of workers living there 
who bt in plants, so they would fall under the 25 percent definition 
of this and would lose much more. 

Starting at the bottom of page 10 here, the primary justification 
used by Mr. Flemming for his proposal is a substitution of what might 
be termed the in-lieu-tax principle or approach for the stated policy 
to pay for the “burden imposed.” This is an unwise and unrealistic 
change. Carried to a logical conclusion it can lead to one of two ends, 
either a complete destruction of the law, 874 or the adoption by the 
United States of an in-lieu-tax policy which would be enormously 
more expensive to the Nation than the present plan. 
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Now, the root cause of that was a tax exemption. The root cause 
was the movement of people, but, as I point out here, the Federal 
Government is paying for educational service on the same basis that 
they pay for water and they pay the meter charge. The only prob. 
lem is that educational service is a little bit more difficult to meter. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Again I think maybe you are going too far 
in your criticism of what is being proposed. I do not think it is 
actually a move away from the philosophy involved in this, and, if it 
is, it is a move that might tend to liberalize it from your point of 
view if it should be an in-lieu-of-tax approach. 

Mr. Barer. If the gentleman from New Jersey will allow the 
Chair to make an observation, when I started out to hold the hearings 
on the original Public Laws 815 and 874, I was told it was not the 
proper thing to do, that they were already working on an in-lieu-of- 
tax legislation that would apply to the entire Nation, but it is still in 
the talkative stage. It is no different from what it was 10 years ago, 
so we cannot talk about in-lieu-of-taxes until we get something on the 
statute books to provide reimbursement. 

Mr. Frevinenvuysen. If the Chair will permit, I do not know who 
they are that he is referring to, but it seems to me we have the re- 
sponsibility of developing an in-lieu-of-taxes proposal if anyone is 
going to, we in Congress. 

Mr. Barry. I was not implying anything political because it was 
a Democratic outfit. 

Mr. Frevtincuvysen. I am not saying that. 

Mr. Battry. I did not say the Republicans, but they never do any- 
thing about it. 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. I do not think it likely that we are going to 
throw this program out because we know its value, such as this had in 
San Diego. There is no plan to deny that it has been useful, and it 
is essential that we continue it, but I still think we have a responsi- 
bility to take a look at the various formulas. I see no magic and I do 
not suppose that Mr. Daillard does in a 50 percent approach instead 
of a 40 percent. 

I think we have just as much right to propose 40 percent as an 
equitable share as 50 percent, or maybe it should be 60 percent. I am 
saying just because it is on the books does not mean that is so sacro- 
sanct we cannot afford to look to what the result is. 

Mr. Dariarp. Certainly we welcome it. I have touched on some 
of these points. 

Mr. Bamey. You go right ahead. 

Mr. Daruxarp. To pursue this, if the law has satisfied its purpose, 
the income to the local agency would equal the local agency’s expendi- 
ture for the identified federally connected children. 

In San Diego this has asoaes. been true and the law has provided, 
in the words of the original statement, an amount roughly equivalent. 
For example, in the first year of the bill’s operation, 36 percent of 
the children in the district were identified as wholly or partially fed- 
erally connected. Reduced to full-time equivalency by dividing the 
number of children whose parents lived on federally owned property 
or worked on federally owned property only by 2, we determined that 
the federally connected children constituted 23.13 percent of the 
burden of the district. 
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at all, and they are paying then only a part, if you go back to this 
tax base. They may own a home or that they may not own it, may 
be paying on it, but the activity has brought people there without re- 
sources and it is there in the national interest. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I wish I could agree with you that we 
brought people there without tax resources. These are taxpayers. 
They are not living on a Federal installation. 

Mr. Dattiarp. They are only partially taxpayers. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Again I don’t understand why so many peo- 
ple come in here and talk about Federal employees as being some kind 
of second-class citizens. They are full taxpayers in their own ca- 
pacity. They don’t get special dispensation because they work for 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. Datiarp. There is no denying that. 

Mr. Frectincuuysen. Why? 

Mr. Dararp. Because this activity has brought people in with- 
out a full tax base. They have brought in only a part of the tax 
base and I find it difficult to understand the law that says on one 
hand, if you request arithmetic, if they both live on and work on Fed- 
eral property that is one. 

Mr. Fre.tincHuyseNn. Then there is no contribution made by the 
parents of that child. That is why the Federal Government takes 
over and takes 100 percent of the responsibility of the cost of edu- 
cating that child. I don’t think that is hard to understand. 

Mr. Datuarp. If they live on Federal property, that is half. If 
they work on Federal property that is four-tenths. That is amazing 
arithmetic, sir, when you can take one apart, re-add the parts, and get 
less than one. 

Mr. Fretincuvysen. I don’t understand that argument about add- 
ing the parts. They are different problems, if you work on property 
or if you live on property. They don’t necessarily have to have the 
same Federal obligation. 

Mr. Damuarp. The law itself says they are the same Federal obli- 
gation, in the first two parts here; 50 percent from one leaves 50 per- 
cent in my arithmetic. 

Mr. FrevincuuyseENn. Fifty percent from one what? 

Mr. Dariarp. One case. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. We are talking about two different people. 
One is a parent who lives on the Federal property. One is a parent 
who works on the property. This isn’t a question of adding those two 
parents. They are different problems. 

Mr. Dariiarp. Why then if they are combined in the same family 
is it a full case to say it is a total local obligation. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. You mean the mother lives on property and 
the father lives somewhere else ? 

Mr. Dattiarp. No. Take the case of a family that lives in the Sian 
housing project and the father works on the naval training station in 
San Diego. We will receive the full reimbursement for that child. 
If they live in the Sian housing project and they work for a grocery 
store we receive 50 percent, but if he lives in a private house and still 
works down in the naval station we only receive 40 percent. Why ? 

Mr. FreLINGHUYSEN. I am saying why not. He under the present 
law receives only 50 percent. You are saying in a sense that there is 
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Frankly, we in the city of San Diego would receive much more 
money than we now receive if all federally owned property within 
our boundaries were placed on local tax rolls at assessed value equal 
to that applied to privately owned property and made subject to the 
local tax levy. Tools and tooling, inventory, and work in process 
would become subject to full taxation and would produce, as already 
demonstrated, large tax revenues for the local agencies. It was not 
the intent of the present law to create such a condition, but rather to 
provide that the community would be paid for the local cost of 
educating children of federally connected families. On the other hand, 
if this were to happen, our local back-country neighbors, the “bedroom 
communities,” would carry a large burden for the education of chil- 
dren brought to the area in the national interest and would receive 
no reimbursement for the burden because the installations are not in 
their taxing areas. The attempt to combine the “burden” measure with 
the “revenue lost” measure is ambiguous and unsound and can only 
result in the deterioration of a sound and equitable law into an 
unsound and inequitable law. 

The second justification for the proposed amendments used by Mr. 
Flemming implies that unneeded and excess money is being paid to 
school districts under the present law. The analysis presented above 
of San Diego’s case, showing that the funds received by the district 
have consistently been less than the expenditures from local funds for 
federally connected children, is a complete refutation of the argu- 
ment as far as San Diego and similar districts are concerned. 

While there may be exceptions, I am convinced that an analysis of 
the operation of the local districts over the Nation would reveal that 
this is the prevailing situation because of the simple and conservative 
provision of the law by which reimbursement rates are determined 
on the basis of prior year’s expenditure experience. 

On page 12 I have cited what would then be the three provisions 
of law which I believe to be a deviation from the established policy, 
but also, rather amazing from the standpoint of simple arithmetic. 
The amendments provide that as to parents, both live on and work 
on property, that is a full payment of local obligations. If they live 
on Federal property, that is 50 percent of the payment. If they 
work on Federal property that would become, andl here is a change, 
40 percent of the property in the district or 25 percent if it is out 
of the district. 

Mr. Frevtincuouysen. That is really the nub of your argument and 
I wish you would explain in words of one syllable, and I don’t want 
you to think that I am —— ecessarily for the 25 percent or the 
40 percent, what is inequitable? What is amazing arithmetic about 
a change in the formula from 50 to 40 in one case and from 50 to 25 
in another? Putting it another way, why does the Federal Govern- 
ment have any obligation to a school district to provide more than 
25 percent of a local cost of the education of a child where the Fed- 
eral installation is not even in the school district? Why is there any 
greater obligation than that 25 percent except the fact that you will 
get less money and it creates a problem in the school district ? 

I don’t think that is relevant to determining what the Federal re- 
sponsibility is. 

Mr. Dariiarp. Because if it were not for the Federal activity in 
terms of the good of the whole Nation the people wouldn’t be there 
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some kind of a Federal obligation that follows a child around no matter 
where his parents happen to live and I say that that doesn’t follow. 
Also you are saying that 25 percent is not enough of a contribution 
on the part of the Federal Government if the Federal installation is 
not in the school district. 

On the other hand, if you have the employee of a private employer 
and that plant is in another school district, that plant makes no con- 
tribution to the school district. You have the burden because the child 
happens to live in the district, but the plant where a man is employed 
pays nothing. If he is working for the Federal Government, at least 
you get 25 percent of the local cost, so you have a responsibility which 
the Federal Government recognizes which is greater than a private 
business needs to recognize. 

Mr. Daiiiarp. There are, of course, those situations than can be 
pointed out, but going back to the basic philosophy of this law, it 
says that, as I understand it, if the Federal Government moves people 
into an area, it deems the education of those children to be important 
and it will follow them with money to pay for that education. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. Well, these proposals still follow them with 
money. Your objection seems to be it is less money. I am saying 
whether it is less or more shouldn’t affect the problem that we have 
of reaching an equitable decision as to how much. 

Mr. Daitiarp. Why is working on the marine station worth half 
of the Federal cost if the parent happens to live in the housing project 
just across the street and only 40 percent of the cost if he lives across 
— street from that, across Rosecranz Street in San Diego in a private 

ouse ¢ 

Mr. Fretincuvysen. Because he is a taxpayer and as a taxpayer he 
is contributing as much as anybody else. 

Mr. Dariarp. Why is there a 10-percent difference because he lives 
across the street ? 

Mr. Fretincuvuysen. I would think you would say there might be 
even a greater difference. 

Mr. Datmuarp. The differential goes the other way. I have 
examined many residential areas, some of the finest, and have yet to 
find one, taken as a whole, where the tax payments anywhere near 
equal the cost of the public service going to that area. I don’t know 
where these figures come from that are used that show a 60-40, but if 
logic were followed from the facts Mr. Flemming presented, the resi- 
dential child would go up to 60 percent, the one living on, and if the 
industrial is reduced to 40, if the two equal the total cost together, 
that is, according to this, one and one doesn’t equal two. It equals 
either nine-tenths or three-fourths, and I maintain that there is an 
essential lack of logic in the law on the basis of the proposal. 

Mr. Wuson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FrevincuuysEN. Yes. 

Mr. Wuson. I think there is no magic in the term “school district” 
either. It happens that school districts vary in size according to the 
local problem. In San Diego, as I pointed out before, we have in a 
relatively small county 44 individual school districts all almost over- 
lapping, and yet to say that because a man lives on one side of one 
street he is entitled to 50 percent, because he works at the Atlas plant 
which draws from all over the country, and the one who lives across 
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the street in another school district is entitled to another percentage 
is I think going to create some problems, and the purpose of these 
hearings is for us to point out, as I understand it, wihed problems are 
going to be created and I just want to go on record that this idea of 
particularly relating to the geographic boundaries of a school district 
is going to create enormous problems and particularly in my area. 

r, FRELINGHUYSEN. Of course the size of the school district is 
perhaps no direct concern of the Federal Government, but the size and 
the nature of the school districts themselves may create some of the 
problems that we are now turning to the Federal Government to help 
us out with. If there could have been consolidation of these school 
districts there might be a better tax base to support the school system. 
I certainly am not posing as an expert about San Diego’s none 
but this could be conceivably a way of encouraging a broader ap- 
proach to these problems on a regional basis. 

Again I find this is very stimulating. Dr. Daillard has been an 
excellent witness and I do think is touching on the nub of the 
problem in this discussion. 

Mr. Dartxarp. I think the law we have is a brilliant solution to a 
very difficult problem, because underlying it is the in-lieu-of-tax prob- 
lem, and if you want to propose that kind of law I will move in and 
testify for you every day of it, but this is not an in-lieu-of-tax law. 
That is one of the root cases. 

It isn’t a direct attempt to cure it. There are a couple of others 
in here I would like to comment on because they rather startle me. 
We are not concerned with this sudden-influx portion of the law. 
From my understanding of the payments, that would be eliminated. 
I am astounded at that. I wonder if we have the ultimate weapon, 
if there be no changes or dislocations of populations because of this. 

If this astronautics plant had been built 10 miles away, and it 
almost was, it would have created a tremendous problem under this 
very thing because it would have landed right in the middle of one 
not small district, but one of 10,000, and you bring 9,000 workers in 
a community with 10,000 children and you create a problem, so we 
just raise a question about that. We feel that this kind of change, 
attempt to mingle into this law, with its stated purposes, an in-lieu- 
of-tax philosophy, is going to have the effect, and can only have the 
effect, of shifting back to these local school districts a burden that 
they cannot well bear that is properly that of all of the people of 
the Nation, 

The Atlas plant isn’t being built to protect San Diego. In fact, 
we can’t even get a Bomarc station there. But it has created some- 
thing in that community. The fleet isn’t being maintained just to 
defend San Diego. 

So that the people that are there are in the interest of the people 
of the Nation. We have made our own effort. We have received 
just under $20 million from Public Law 815 during its life. During 
that time we have spent approximately $70 million of our own money 
for school housing during this same period of time. We have been 
letting contracts at the rate of a million dollars a month and it looks 
like it is just going to keep on going. 

These back-country school districts that you say shouldn’t receive 
anything have exhausted their entire bonding capacity and they are 
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borrowing from the State. The State of California has passed bond 
issues as State bond issues for some $750 million already to distribute 
to these school districts who have exhausted their bonding capacity, 
so that they can go on, and the San Diego city is ringed with them. 

Not only have they bonded themselves to their full limitation; they 
are borrowing money in addition to that from the State of California 
from a general State bond issue to build the school buildings which 
provide the housing for many of the children that are there in the 
national interest. 

We feel that these proposals are unsound and incompatible with the 
existing law and the policy and philosophy on which it is based. This 
statement is filed then as a plea from the board of education and the 
citizens of San Diego and those of other districts in our area and 
State with similar problems that it be your recommendation that these 
amendments be rejected. 

I will be happy, Mr. Chairman, to answer any questions or debate 
with Mr. Frelinghuysen here or afterward. 

Mr. Fretincuuysen. I would just like to repeat, Dr. Daillard, 
what I said before. I think you have made an excellent witness and 
I am sure you appreciate the value of your kind of testimony and I 
hope you didn’t misunderstand the nature of my inquiry. It is just 
because I feel so deeply that we do have an obligation, even though we 
recognize the broad objectives of the problem are sound, to reevaluate 
it every now and then to see if there are any changes that might be 
made so that areas that need it most get the most. 

Mr. Datiiarp. I think there is much need and the law is not in any 
sense perfect. It is roughly meeting the need. As Mr. Bailey would 
well know, I have been before this committee many times in the past. 
Back in its original bill I was in favor of an in-lieu-of-tax thing for 
very obvious and selfish reasons, granted, but that was not the answer 
and this is an attempt to put in something that is incompatible and 
destroying the law. 

If we could substitute for this an in-lieu-of-tax law by which the 
Federal Government stood as a taxpayer in the local communities, our 
community would be much better off. Some others wouldn’t. That 
is why I think this is a much better solution. After all, people are 
the only thing that are important and we have met pretty well in this 
Nation the physical responsibility. People no longer hunger and are 
completely without shelter. 

The minds of men are the most important thing, the most important 
problem facing us today, and the mind of those people who will so 
soon replace us around these tables is very important, and if the edu- 
cation of any American child is depreciated or lost, it is an important 
national problem. Iam not concerned particularly with in-lieu-of-tax 
or other things, but I am concerned that the 100,000 children for whose 
education I am responsible get the best education I can give them, and 
I know I can’t do it and maintain that with this kind of monkey busi- 
ness with a sound law. 

Mr. Barry. Thank you, Mr. Wilson, and thank you, Doctor, for a 
very capable and straightforward presentation. We know something 
about your problem in San Diego and southern California. Iam sure 
the committee will keep in mind the fact that we have to meet these 
situations regardless of where they are found in the Nation. 
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Mr. Wirison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Bamwsey. The committee will use its best judgment on these 
matters. 
Mr. Wiuson. Your name is a byword in San Diego. I won’t say 
ou are notorious, but rather than that you are famous for your work 
in this particular regard. 
Mr. Battry. Give those good folks my best regards. 
Mr. Wiuson. I surely will 
Mr. Larore. After hearing the testimony, I can only say that I have 
reater fear about running to my home community because I think its 
Roars is in doubt, inasmuch as a large percentage of the male popu- 
lation works across the border in Philadelphia and we have no indus- 
tries to amount to anything. We only have real estate taxes as a 
source of revenue. I don’t , ee how we are going to exist. Yet I 
believe it is one of the great school districts in the United States. 
Mr. Battery. We will next hear from our colleague from Alabama, 
Mr. Roberts. 


STATEMENT OF HON. KENNETH A. ROBERTS, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS, FOURTH ALABAMA DISTRICT 


Mr. Roserts. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your allowing me this 
manner of expressing my position on the proposed changes in the 
programs administered under Public Laws 874 and 815, providing aid 
to school districts in federally affected areas. 

The people of the Fourth Alabama District, which I very proudly 
serve, are keenly aware of the function of these programs. 

Since the inception of these programs in 1951, my district has re- 
ceived more than $5 million. This includes aid both for operating 
a in and for school construction. 

o show the committee how heavily my district is affected, let me 
describe the Federal installations. Fort McClellan, at Anniston, is 
the important center of the Chemical Corps Training School and the 
permanent home of the Women’s Army Corps. National Guard 
units from all over the South go to Anniston for summer training. 
Here also is the Anniston Ordnance Depot, which is a vital adjunct 
to our defense effort. 

At Childersburg, the huge Alabama Ordnance Works, which was 
& major powder producer in war days, has undergone a $40 million 
rehabilitation program and is on a standby basis. 

In the southern portion of the Fourth District, in Dallas County, 
is located Craig Air Force Base, an important jet base. 

Of the eight counties in my district, seven faite schools which have ° 
received assistance under one or both of the programs under Public 
Law 874 and Public Law 815. 

Schools in Autauga, Elmore, Clay, Dallas, Calhoun, St. Clair, and 
Talladega Counties all come in for assistance under one or both these 
pea s. City school systems affected are Piedmont, Jacksonville, 

alladega, Anniston, Sylacauga, and Selma. 


Not all these cities or counties actually can claim the land on which 
the Federal installations are located. 

However, every one of these cities and counties feels to varying 
degrees the impact of one or more of these installations. 


45135—59——23 
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Were it not for the aid given them under these programs, these 
schools could not operate efficiently with the burdens which have been 
placed upon them use of the addition of the federally connected 
students. Some of the schools, I am sure, would not be able to keep 
their doors open without this assistance. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I believe you will understand 
my great concern to learn of the administration’s proposals for amend- 
ing. ublic Laws 874 and 815. 

hese proposals would reduce payments for (b) children under 
Public Law 874 from 50 to 40 percent of local contributions, and for 
those whose parents are employed outside of the school district, the 
reduction would be from 50 to 25 percent. 

Under Public Law 815, it is proposed that you should reduce the 
(b) child payment from 50 to 40 percent of the average per pupil 
cost of constructing minimum school facilities. The children whose 
parents work outside the school district would have payments reduced 
from 50 to 25 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have indicated earlier, the schools in my district 
are heavily dependent upon the p m as it now functions. Prac- 
tically all of the students are class (b) students and most of the parents 
work outside the affected school districts. 

I have no evidence whatsoever that the impact of the installations 
upon these schools has decreased to the point where they can operate 
without this program. To drastically cut it back, as the administration 
is proposing, would impose intolerable burdens upon these schools. 
I sincerely believe that the cause of good education for the Federal 
children would be seriously impaired. At a time when education 
becomes so important that it is considered a part of our Nation’s 
defense program, as the Congress has recognized, I certainly do not 
think any of us would want to impair any of our educational processes. 

I want to thank the committee for this opportunity to make my 
position known, and I strenuously urge you to maintain the vital pro- 
grams of Public Laws 874 and 815 at their present levels. 

Mr. Bamey. Thank you, Mr. Roberts, for a very fine statement. 

As our last scheduled witness this morning we have Mr. Oscar V. 
Rose of Midwest City, Okla. Mr. Rose, we are happy to have you 
before the committee again, and you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR V. ROSE, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
MIDWEST CITY, OKLA. 


Mr. Roser. I certainly feel like I am imposing on the committee 
members and will be as brief as possible. Of course, you know, I 
have never been known for my brevity, but I will do my very best. 

My testimony does not deal too much with statistics because a year 
ago last January I gave a complete statistical review of 15 years in 
the school district where I am employed and also touched on some 
general factors concerning this legislation. In light of listening to the 
testimony this morning I want to say that my interest throughout the 

ears in this legislation and prior to it, the Lanham Act, and the 
paset Act, and the various acts that gave us some life, was not for 
Federal assistance only, but it was because of a knowledge of the 
need for children’s education in connection with Federal activities. 
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Maybe the present formula is not the best and maybe the suggestion 
offered by the Department is an improvement, but on the othe side, 
in situations like the most heavily impacted, and I use Midwest City 
as an illustration, I don’t know what else would be the result. In 
other words, as I have come here year after year and sometimes two 
or three times a year, I have thought that the great installation that 
the Federal Government is pouring billions of dollars into in order 
to be successful in its job must have education for the children of its 
employees. 

If there is a better way to have it, whether it says double the tax rate 
at Midwest City or a district joining us or some of the other districts, 
then I am willing to take a look at it, but the alternative of very much 
change is to reduce the educational opportunity offered for those 
children. If that does not affect and has no possibility of affectin 
the job which the other billions of dollars of Federal funds is design 
to do, then anything I would say would become as a sounding brass 
and tinkling cymbal, so I think that the crux of the whole problem 
is there education needed in connection with these installations. 

Then we go to the district boundary lines. I would say it is utterly 
impossible for us to provide all the education for that great host of 
needed employees. Then it means that they are going to spill out on 
the other school districts. If those other districts can supply the 
education satisfactorily to maintain that work force without this aid, 
then whatever percentage, whether it is 25, 15, 40, 50, or not, becomes 
irrelevant. If they can’t and the district in which it is located can’t 
supply all the education for all the children of all the employees, then 
we must think in terms of what will do it, if again the basic policy 
is that the installation needs a basic educational program to be suc- 
cessful in its job. 

As stated here, our attendance has continued to go up at about a 
thousand students per year. Approximately 63 percent of that thou- 
sand last year were federally connected compared with 55 percent of 
the total over the years, which means the impact is more Federal than 
it is non-Federal on a continuing basis. 

Also approximately 30 percent of our budget is derived from Federal 
funds. Now, I would have to say this: That this rate is about the 
total local rate on the federally connected children interpreted in 
terms of whole pupils, but this, of course, would reduce it and put 
more on to the local taxpayers, and I want to read two or three of the 
paragraphs here that I think are important. 

Federal funds this same year represented less than 30 percent of the 
total budget and as evidence that at least one federally impacted school 
district was not receiving unfairly preferential treatment, and I under- 
lined that because it is made a number of times in the Secretary’s testi- 
mony, the total of local, State, and Federal funds provided less reve- 
nues per pupil than were available to other comparable school districts 
within the State. I do pride myself in being able to squeeze a lot out 
of a dollar, but there comes a time when you cannot provide com- 
parable education for employees children needed in Federal work for 
too much less money than that which is available to other comparable 
school districts within the State. 

In view of the first-hand experience I believe that I am acquainted 
with some of the problems accompanying such Federal impact on a 
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school district, and I might add they are not limited to just the tax 
loss, which is also mentioned a number of times in the Secretary’s testi- 
mony. Certainly, I regret being placed in the position of opposing 
what I want to believe is the Department of our Federal Government 
established for the purpose of improving the educational advantages 
of the children of America. I recall that the Department was repre- 
sented by the Secretary, his assistant, the Commissioner of Education, 
the Director and Assistant Director administering Public Laws 815 
and 874, together with legal counsel and other research personnel in 

resenting its position which as stated would actually result in a sav- 
ing of over $6114 million to the Federal Government the first year and 
greater amounts in following years. 

The same fact might have been expressed by saying it would reduce 
the educational opportunities offered in 3,500 school districts since 
nowhere in the testimony was any mention made whatsoever to the 
effect that such funds were not needed for the normal educational pro- 
gram of the 8 million children involved which is more than 25 per- 
cent in all public schools in America. 

Mr. Frevtinecuvuysen. How fair would such a statement be? You 
say the same fact might have been expressed in a different way. I don’t 
want to get into an argument with you. 

If we can save some Federal tax dollars, it isn’t necessarily out of the 
hides of the 3,500 school districts that have children. 

Mr. Rose. Unless it can be shown that it isn’t needed to provide a 
normal educational program. 

Mr. FreLINGHUYSEN. You might be able to show that twice as much 
of that is needed to provide normal educational opportunities, but that 
in itself doesn’t create a Federal responsibility. What we are trying 
to do here is to define what the Federal responsibility is, and the 
question is whether the definition proposed by the Secretary is reason- 
able enough. 

You are obviously saying it is unreasonable. I think you are being 
unreasonable in turn by saying that he is trying to deliberiately pro- 
vide an inadequate education for the children in 3,500 school districts 
in his attempt to redefine what Federal responsibility is, and I don’t 
think name calling is going to get us anywhere in assessing the value 
of a program of this kind. 

Mr. Ross. However, on the other hand, I would suggest that if here 
are 3,500 school districts which do not now have sufficient money to 
be equal to the neighboring school, then to reduce it would be to reduce 
their education program, would it not ? 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. Are you arguing that because of the Federal 
assistance you are not receiving your children are not getting as ade- 
quate an education as those who have federally affected children ? 

Mr. Rosz. No, sir. 

Mr. Fre.incuuysen. Then why are you saying that this results 
from a Federal program ? 

Mr. Rosr. Because the Commissioner emphasized the saving to the 
Federal Government without saying what it would do to the children. 

Mr. Frevincuuysen. And I am saying you are being very unfair in 
saying that that is the crux of the problem. What it does to the 
children is not the crux of the problem. It might be that we should 
double the amount, but it is not necessarily the Federal Government’s 
responsibility to double that amount. 
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It may be that local communities are not carrying the bill. 

Mr. Rosr. That ought to have been pointed out, it would seem to me. 

Mr. Battry. The Chair would like to ask at this point, Your major 
= installation there is Tinker Air Force Base; is that 
right 

r. Ross. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batter. Just how many people are employed at that base now ? 

Mr. Rose. 20,000 civilians and 4,000 to 5,000 military personnel; 
around 25,000. 

Mr. Battery. 20,000 civilians? 

Mr. Rose. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battey. I take it that those workers are from not only your 
Midwest City school district, but from other adjoining school districts ; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Rosr. Oh, yes; there are perhaps a hundred school districts 
which have parents whose children attend other schools and are em- 
ployed by this installation. 

Mr. Bartey. And, of course, you are protesting the suggestion con- 
tained in H.R. 7140 that this allotment for what we ordinarily call 
the B category youngsters, where they work on the base but live off 
the base, be cut from 50 to 40 percent ? 

Mr. Rose. Yes, sir. 

Mr. FreLINcHuYsEN. I have no objection to that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ross. And I touch on why later on, but if this is an in-lieu-of- 
tax legislation which ignores the previous nine years of philosophy 
back of the bill, which at been amply brought out this morning and 
I need not add to it—— 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. It does not ignore it. There are certain modi- 
fications in the formula. I don’t know why you ignore the basic 
philosophy in the statement with which you disagree in part and I 
think all the committee members that disagree in part, but I still think 
you are not gaining any ground by trying to say that the administra- 
tion in an effort to save money is doing it at the expenses of the 3,500 
who will get less money. 

Mr. Batter. Let me ask you this question: What kind of sha 
would you be in locally to meet the situation if this amendment would 
be approved ? 

Mr. Rosg. The first year this amendment would mean a loss, based 
on last year’s facts—we don’t know what next year’s facts will be— 
of around $198,000 only for the 3 percent stopgap provision, and that 
would reduce it to about $90,000 because 3 percent of our $3 million 
budget would be $90,000. I would like to turn over if I may to this 
question. The testimony of the Department states, “Our proposal 
rests on an extensive study of sources of local revenues which have 
been provided by the Census Bureau study.” The report referred to 
is actually entitled, “Property Tax Assessments in the United States.” 

Mr. Bamey. Mr. Lafore said he would be glad to come back again. 
Let us go over and answer the quorum call and we will come back 
here at 1:30. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I regret to say I will not be able to be back, 
much as I would like to, because Mr. Rose is also an interesting witness. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., Wednesday, August 19, 1959, the com- 
mittee adjourned, to reconvene at 1:30 p.m., the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Barry (presiding). The subcommittee will come to order. 
We will resume hearings of H.R. 7140. 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR V. ROSE, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
MIDWEST CITY, OKLA.—Resumed 


Mr. Barry. Mr. Rose, would you continue from where you left 
off ? 

Mr. Rosse. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

After I have completed my statement, I will be glad to answer any 
questions or discuss my statement. 

Mr. Bartry. You may proceed. 

Mr. Rose. I want to say that I have no intent of casting any re- 
flections, certainly not politically, on any individual or any depart- 
ment. However, I think we have to be, in a sense, rather frank to 
express a position. I realize it is going to be different from that ex- 
pressed by the Department. 

The Secretary based his position concerning the present legisla- 
tion almost entirely on the philosophy that Public Laws 874 and 815 
are in-lieu-of-tax legislation and almost completely ignores the almost 
unanimous references to these two laws by everyone including the 
Members of Congress as Federal impact legislation. He states: 

I am also unalterably opposed to giving certain school districts Federal aid 
which exceeds the losses they incur by reason of Federal operations within 
their districts. 

Yet he did not cite a single instance where an analysis of the total 
revenues available to a school district in comparison with the need 
requirement of a greatly increased student body resulting from Fed- 
eral operations was out of line with other school districts not so 
affected. His philosophy makes it doubly sure that the educational 
opportunities of children of the military and civilian personnel 
needed in our continuing defense effort would be limited to that 
found in whatever school district the Federal Government chose to 
locate an installation. In other words, if losses only justify assist- 
ance, then the education program there at the time the installation is 
established becomes the standard by which we would measure the 
educational opportunity offered for both military and civilian em- 
ployees needed in the installation. 

He would make certain that unless it results from a tax loss the 
financial condition at the time of establishing the installation even 
though it worsened by the direct and indirect impact would still main- 
tain. I want to say that I cannot measure it and I don’t believe any- 
body can measure it. 

But there is an indirect affect on a community because of a com- 
pletely overwhelming installation. I don’t know who you can sa 
is responsible for what or how much. The children are there. Wit. 
the district making more than the normal effort in the area under the 
tax pattern established by the State and local governments, it could 
still not have an educational pro: i 
~ I am willing to admit that Tete might be a question as to whose 
responsibility it is that that condition exists. But it did not exist 
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rior to the Federal Government installation and it does exist now. 
Tt is not always measured equitably by the present formula of the bill. 
You will find it varying from, in a sense, district to district and State 
to State. 

We have, throughout the 9 years, corrected some of those inequities 
that could be shown to the committees in Congress. 

On the contrary, the philosophy of the Congress which has not 
changed since the aha Public fine 874 was approved in 1950, was 
well expressed when it declared— 


to be the policy of the Federal Government to bear a portion of the cost of 
maintenance and operation of free public elementary and secondary schools in 
those local education agencies upon which the United States has placed finan- 
cial burdens by reason of the fact that (1) local revénues of such agencies have 
been reduced as the result of acquisition of real property by the United States, 
or (2) such agencies provide education for children residing on Federal property, 
or (3) such agencies provide education for children whose parents are employed 
on Federal property, or (4) there has been a sudden and substantial increase in 
school attendance as the result of Federal activities. 


This committee’s Report No. 1532, March 19, 1958, says regarding 
this declaration of policy, “Section 1 of the existing law remains un- 
changed by this bill.” This same report states the purpose remains 
the same as in the original legislation for Public Law 815, which is 
that of— 


providing assistance for the construction of minimum school facilities in school 
districts which have had substantial increases in the number of children in these 
schools who reside on tax-exempt Federal property, who reside with a parent 
who is employed on such property, or whose presence in the school district 
results from activities of the United States carried on either direct or through 
a contractor. 


Even though the Department would reduce the rates of Federal 
payments under Public Law 874, no evidence has been submitted in- 
dicating the present rates have more than achieved this purpose, as 
stated in the law. 

Since the present rates of payments under Public Laws 874 and 
815 do not produce excessive total revenues to the impacted districts 
in comparison to other districts in the a States, the only result 


to be expected by reducing them would be to provide a reduced edu- 
cational program for the 8 million children involved and to continue 
to house many of them in temporary, makeshift buildings, or on half- 
day sessions. That is assuming that they are levying the maximum 
tax, their percentages are the same as found in other districts. I 
am certain that a very careful investigation of the applicants would 
show that to be the case. 

This, of course, would apply equally to all children alike, the direct 
federally connected, those resulting from an indirect impact due to 
Federal activities, as well as the student body prior to the Federal im- 
pact. They would all be stuck with that level of education. 

I might say with respect to the Midwest School District that prior 
to the establishment of Tinker Field, there were not too many chil- 
dren there, perhaps, about 200. But they had about $5,500 back of 
each child in assessable property, which was way above the average: 
in Oklahoma, way above the average in Oklahoma County, the metro- 
politan county, though not quite as much as Oklahoma City. Today 
it is about $1,600 of assessed value of property back of each child. 
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Oklahoma County, nonfederally impacted districts, and Oklahoma 
City, have all increased in per capita assessed valuation over what 
they were then. 

ut it is logical to suspect that aside from the Federal impact, and 
the lack of other things keeping in normal balance, that we might 
have had $5,000 or $6,000 back of each child, but certainly a little 
bit more than it was prewar. 

I pointed out in my testimony of last year these points. 

The impact is the secret to this problem, if we consider children’s 
education. Again I come back to my fundamental premise that if 
education isn’t important to the satisfaction and the work production 
of the 25,000 people there, then the Federal Government has no inter- 
est in it. But if their productivity and their happiness, their normal 
family life, make them better employees, then we have to choose be- 
tween whether they have a decent educational program or whether 
they do not have one. 

The Department strongly implies a result directly opposite to this 
when it represents that the present legislation put the Federal Gov- 
ernment in the position of providing these federally impacted school 
districts unfairly with preferential treatment, and yet it cites no spe- 
cific evidence that a single federally impacted district has reduced 
its own effort, the State effort, or that with these funds and the pres- 
ent Federal funds it is able to provide a preferential educational pro- 
gram unfair to other districts either in its operation or school con- 
struction program. In thinking of treatment, I think of the educa- 
tion that the children get, whereas I am sure that the Secretary or 
the Department thinks in terms of whether the Government is giving 
more money to one district than to another. 

In reality, if the rates are reduced it would be providing them un- 
fairly with detrimental treatment by refusing its just responsibility. 
This is just one man’s opinion—mine. 

I know it would reduce the per capita funds available to my district 
by approximately $20 per child. We are already $10 less than the 
Oklahoma average. What else can be the result? We also have the 
highest tax rate of any district. We have voted bonds every year. 
Frankly, I want to mention this: All of our bonds are 10-year bonds. 
Why? So that we can recover faster and get another bond issue. 
If we voted 30-year bonds, or 20-year bonds, we would only pay off 
one-twentieth or one-thirtieth each year, and thus, within our 10 per- 
cent limitation, we would only be able to vote a small bond the fol- 
lowing year. 

I know of one federally impacted district, Lawton, where Fort Sill 
is located, that voted three different annual bonds, 1-year bonds. 
Their tax rate went to 80 mills to pay their bond issue, but they had 
to have buildings. 

You cannot exceed over 10 percent of the assessed valuation in Okla- 
homa, but you can vote 10 percent on a 1-year basis and the next year 
it is paid off. Then the next year you still have the same bonding 
capacity. We have only gone to the 10-year bonding program. 

he testimony of the Department states : 


Our proposal rests on an extensive study of sources of local revenues which 
have been provided by the Census Bureau study. 
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The report referred to is actually entitled “Property Tax Assess- 
ments in the United States,” and was released December 16, 1958. A 
recap of the breakdown of only total real property assessments is as 
follows: 


Total 


Residential (nonfarm) 

ee Be Cate I i Si rtieenunwamosntiedaeaaeae tae .§ 
VIS iii ipe reget rep edoingpencoanianst ee ceetenenectnaineneenen 2. 
Commercial aud industrial properties... oo. 6. we oon eeiccectedcdaneus 27. 
Other combined and unallocable properties__.....-----------.__-------. 2 

The Secretary of the Department talks about the 27.7 percent. 
That one item, of course, as a school person, does not interest me. I 
want to talk about the 54.1 percent. Neither of them, in a sense, is 
justified unless we consider the other one. 

The 54.1-percent residential assessment is based on gross assessed 
valuations, and since several States have homestead exemption laws— 
about seven of them—making a great deal of the residential property 
assessments nontaxable, this percentage in comparison to the re- 
mainder which might produce local revenue might well be reduced 
considerably or below 50 percent. Also, since the 27.7 percent repre- 
senting commercial and industrial assessments includes only the real 
property involved in this classification, it might well be materially 
increased when the personal property such as inventories and equip- 
ment necessary in operating either an industrial or commercial enter- 
prise is included. Thus, this stated percentage which actually pro- 
duces local revenues will be much higher. 

I have here a copy of a little booklet that the Tinker Air Force 
Base, or the Oklahoma City Air Materiel Area, a big installation 
which includes all the different units in that installation, have put 
out on Air Force’s Day. On page 11, it says: 


Present supply inventory at Tinker is estimated at a value of $1.9 billion. 


I mention that to show you that these inventories, those stocks on 
hand, and equipment that people press out the sides of a car with, 
can well be more than the real estate alone. 

So, to use it in this connection, I think we would have to get more 
data on which to base a conclusion, the same as I would on the 54.1 
percent. 

The Secretary states regarding this report, that: 


mee ew OD DO ct 


For the country as a whole commercial and industrial property accounts for 
only 27.7 percent of the locally assessed real estate base. For no State does the 
locally assessed valuation of all commercial and industrial property reach even 
40 percent of the total local real estate assessment, the highest for any State 
being 37.1 percent, and the lowest 9.3 

Well, that is a correct statement, but I will give you one that is just 
as correct. Neither one tells the whole story. 

In all fairness to the children of America he should have added that 
the percentages do not include the tax assessments of inventories and 
equipment necessary in conducting commercial and industrial enter- 
prises throughout the United States which should be added if used to 
indicate the local revenue provided by commercial and industrial en- 
terprises. 
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I simply didn’t have the research staff to pick up a few illustrations, 
but I suggest to the committee that you ret out nearly any industry. 
I thought about the Robeson Steel Co. in Oklahoma City, but I didn’t 
have time to check it. I wanted to see how much of their tax load was 
the steel on hand for the purpose of fabricating the various orders 
that they get. How much are the big cranes that go about over the 
lot that they operate on, which handle the steel? Then there is the 
various other equipment. 

I would hazard a guess that it would be pretty nearly as much as 
the real estate on which that company operates. 

Mr. Larore. Of course, in some areas of that country that is not a 
tax base. In Pennsylvania it is not. 

Mr. Rose. That might be true. That is what makes our problem, 
Mr. Lafore, a terrific one, that we find so many variations. It is in 
Oklahoma, personal property is. 

Mr. Larore. It is in many places, I know. 

Mr. Rose. But it makes it difficult to say that an average here will 
support a formula whether it is 50 or 40. As I see it, the great 
strength of our 50-50 that we have now is the 9 years’ experience that 
we have had that at least has turned chaos into education in a great 
many districts, and buildings such as have been seen at our place, into 
a decent educational program. We know that has happened. 

Assuming that the Federal Government has paid a little more of 
that than the pennies worth that it might not have been responsible for, 
it has not been wasted in the great value to our education and, thus, to 
our Nation. 

I will turn it around with another statement which I say is illogical. 

One might just as logically and accurately state to this subcommit- 
tee that for the country as a whole the residential nonfarm property 
accounts for only 54.1 percent of the locally assessed real estate base 
and that for the highest State it is 66.9 percent, and for the lowest 
State it is 18.6 percent, and also that in order to get a true revenue 
producing picure we must deduct homestead exemption in the States 
where such whole or partial exemption is made reducing this category 
below 50 percent of the total. 

Mr. Batzey. Is that still the same as it was when we held hearings 
there, the $2,500 exemption on homesteads? 

Mr. Rose. No; it is $1,000 in Oklahoma. That is all it has been in 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. Batter. I know one State was up to $2,500. 

Mr. Rose. Since the present rates of Public Laws 815 and 874 are 
based on the premise that approximately one-half of the tax revenues 
in a school district will be derived from homes, it would seem to me 
that the Secretary has pointed out a source of information substan- 
tiating the present rates rather than one which would support his pro- 
posed reduction. 

H.R. 7140 also recommends the complete elimination of the provi- 
sions in both laws to meet the continued Federal responsibility for sud- 
den and substantial increases in attendance—section 4(a), Public Law 
874, and section 305(a) (3), Public Law 815—even though there is yet 
substantial evidence that such increases and the problems attendant to 
them are still occurring. 

Since it was the problems arising principally from such impact and 
not the tax loss alone which caused the Federal Government to make 
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the study that resulted in assistance to federally impacted school dis- 
tricts, it seems very unusual that we would now reason that similar 
cases present no problem and thus no responsibility to the Federal 
Government. Certainly, there are not as many such cases at the pres- 
ent time as during and iminediately following the war ; however, those 
which still occur are a continuing Federal responsibility. 

The law requires a school district to show three additional condi- 
tions not required in other sections, namely, a higher than a normal 
degree of impact, maximum local effort, and financial need, in order 
to receive assistance under these sections. This certainly places suf- 
ficient safeguards so that the Federal Government will meet only its 
just responsibility in such cases. Those refer only to the Federal 
pupils so connected. 

f these sections are eliminated, it will simply be a case of reducing 
the educational opportunities for the children in such school districts 
in order to reduce the Federal budget even though the children in- 
volved resulted both directly and indirectly from Federal activities. 

In my judgment it would be a serious injustice for the Federal Gov- 
erment to adopt this change of philosophy regarding the rights of 
children to a decent education especially to the degree it is responsible 
for the problem, and again say, I think that degree is almost impossi- 
ble of determination. 

As stated before, the Midwest City School expects an increase of 
1,100 pupils during 1959-60, of which approximately 700 will result 
from Federal activity located within its boundaries. Since there will 
be no increase in the local tax revenues for their first year of school 
attendance—that was set last January—section 4(a) of Public Law 
874 provides the only hope for extra revenue to meet the added cost of 
one-half the 700 Federal pupils which under the present law is a local 
responsibility as well as the 400 non-Federal pupils. 

There, again, there isn’t a school district in the State of Oklahoma 
as the size of ours, about an 11,000 base, which is having a 400 non- 
Federal pupil increase a year. What else could be the reason for such 
an increase if it is not the direct and indirect result of that great vol- 
ume of work possibilities or potential there where people come with 
the hope of getting a Federal job, and maybe donot. They are there, 
but they just don’t go where there is not a lot of employment. 

Thus, section 4(a) simply means that the 11,320 pupils in attendance 
during 1958-59 will have to share their already aparetibaen local 
revenues in absorbing only 400 pupils rather than 750 pupils—400 
plus one-half of 700. That 750 would be half of the Federals. The 
way that works is that our increase of 700 can be classified under 4(a) 
for the first year and get a larger payment. I believe our payment 
last year under section 3(b) was $133, and under section 4(a) was 
$211. 

So it helps to induct those into a school system prior to the home 
assessment getting on the tax rolls and giving you some revenue. 
If such an unusual increase ever stops, then 4(a) is of no value to 
us. We cannot qualify for the 2d year under 4(a). It is strictly 
for the first years’ attendance. 

H.R. 7140 also proposes the elimination of section 308 of Public 
Law 815. I believe the administrative records will show that only 
the school districts with the very highest impact and the greatest 
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need for minimum school facilities have received assistance under 
this section. It is surprising how little money it has taken to main- 
tain that section. It hen given considerable help to a few districts. 

Again, in order to receive payments under this section school dis- 
tricts must show twice the Federal impact required in section 305 
and that they do not have nor can they provide under State law the 
funds for the district’s share to construct minimum school facilities 
for the increased federally connected pupils before they are eligible 
to receive assistance under this section. 

If I make application for funds under section 308, and I have, we 
will say, $200,000 worth of bonding capacity, the regulations, and 
they are right, require that I have to vote that bond issue and use it 
in my overall building budget at that moment before I can qualify 
for section 308. I must put in every bit of the available local money. 
In other words, I must show need for that money. I must show that 
I cannot. build for the other half of the section 3(b) pupils which 
live on the posts, or work on the posts and live off. But I can’t get 
that money without such a showing. 

If I can show that, then the Federal Government will pay the non- 
Federal share under section 308. 

Thus, to eliminate this section again means that one-half of the 
federally connected children for which an applicant is eligible will 
remain unhoused and attend school in make-shift temporary build- 
ings, or on half-day sessions. 

This fact is well illustrated by the Midwest City School District 
which has been one of the few districts to receive assistance under 
section 308. Each year this district has voted a new bond issue to 
the maximum legal limitations of 10 percent of the assessed valua- 
tion under State law. Again I say we are voting 10-year bonds so 
we havea faster recovery to vote additional funds. 

These bond funds, together with an annual 5-mill building fund 
levy and the Federal funds under both sections 305 and 308 have been 
used for school construction and yet we are using over 60 temporary, 
makeshift classrooms which were constructed or remodeled from sur- 
plus buildings obtained from abandoned Government installations. 
We just bought two large buildings at the Norman Naval Base when it 
was abandoned this spring and have brought the lumber up to the 
school where we can construct some more temporary buildings to take 
care of the 1,100 pupils. ‘There just isn’t any other way. 

In closing, I refer again to the Secretary’s position that we should 
restrict Federal aid to specific situations, and then put into effect a 
Federal-aid program that will result in all schoo] districts being given 
a fair and equal consideration. I very much believe we should first 
pass legislation giving substantial Federal support to education, and 
after this is done—and not before—it might be wise to look at. the 
specific situations and determine whether they create inequities or not. 
Since the Secretary knows there is little likelihood of enacting general 
Federal support legislation during this session, and since Public Laws 
815 and 874 are now in force until June 30, 1961, I urge this committee 
to make no changes prior to that date. Also, to continue the consider- 
ation of proposals such as H.R. 7140 at each session of the Congress 
only serves to make planning an educational program in these school 
districts impossible and renders administration of school affairs less 
effective. I sincerely hope that we might be given assurance that the 
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excellent work done by the last Congress in modifying and extending 
these laws will be allowed to stand until their present expiration date. 

Again, I thank you for your interest and attention to my testimony. 

I don’t want to be a bit unfair, but I say if there is an approach to 
the reduction of these bills, it should be based on the impact feature. 
I think then you will not run into too much difficulty. Perhaps there 
are some schoo] districts that are getting aid that have had no impact, 
that their tax base had not been changed. 

The research department certainly could ferret that out for the com- 
mittee. I know IT am prejudiced in behalf of the schoolchildren, be- 
cause I can see no way that their education will not be materially and 
adversely affected, and in some way I can’t see in the heavily impacted 
districts, at least, where they would have been in the position they are 
in without the installations that have been put in their midst. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Baitry. Are there any questions, Mr. Lafore / 

Mr, Larore. No questions. 

Mr. Rose. I certainly want to thank you gentlemen for coming back 
here and hearing me. I hope it will be of some value to you. 

Mr. Battery. I might ask you if your school board decided that the 
question was beyond their ability to handle, and the matter was all 
shoved over onto the Government to provide adequate educational 
facilities for the children of the approximately 20,000 civilians work- 
ing at this airbase, it would cost the Federal Government far more 
money than it is costing them now, would it not ? 

Mr. Rosr. Yes. Of course, if I were selfish about the Midwest 
City School District, it is all in my district, if it was related to the 
in-lieu-of-tax principle, our levy, instead of being 43 or 44 mills this 
year, would drop down to 4, 5, or 10, because we would be rolling in 
wealth. We would be wasting money, not only our own, but the 
Government’s money. 

I think that is where the committee ought to look when it wants to 
find out what is happening with this Federal money, and whether the 
treatment results in preferential treatment or whether it does not. 
Is it giving a gilt edge in comparison to the neighboring schools to 
the educational program, or is the community sloughing off on the 
Federal Government ? 

If it is, then I say something ought to be done about it. 

But I do not think that any community ought to recede from its 
responsibilities because it might have, through some hook or crook, 
a means of shifting some of its own responsibilities, 

I am as much against that as anybody. 

Mr. Battery. Thank you very much, Mr. Rose. We appreciate 
your giving us the facts of the situation in Midwest City. 

The clerk will now offer for inclusion in the record any additional 
communications from Members of Congress or school boards. 

Mr. McCorp. Mr. Chairman, we offer the following letters: 

A letter from Hon. Chester Bowles of Connecticut; Hon. Samuel 
N. Friedel of Maryland; Hon. Edward A. Garmatz of Maryland; 
Hon. William S. Mailliard of California; a letter from Mayor H. G. 
Richardson, of Fairfield, Calif., in behalf of the Solano County 
Armed Forces Committee; a letter addressed to the chairman of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, by Bernard F. Hillenbrand, 
executive director of the National Association of County Officials, 
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enclosing a copy of a resolution adopted by the NACO at a Detroit 
conference on July 29, 1959. 

Mr. Battey. Have you any communication from Congressman 
Morris of Oklahoma? 

Mr. McCorp. Not in this group. Some may have gone in earlier. 

Mr. Batter. If there is no objection, the clerk will be instructed 
to accept statements through next week, contributions offered b 
Members of the Congress, in order to get their views into the matte | 
the educational program, or is the community sloughing it off on the 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Topsy Morris, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE SIXTH CONGRES- 
SIONAL DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I first wish to express my sincere 
appreciation to this great committee and its distinguished chairman for afford- 
ing me this opportunity to make a statement. 

My testimony here today is in direct opposition to H.R. 7140, which would, in 
my judgment, cripple the program of Federal assistance to schools in federally 
affected areas. 

I have had numerous appeals from school officials in my congressional dis- 
trict who are vitally interested in these hearings and are concerned that this 
bill does not recognize the fact that commitments have already been made, in 
many instances, and that the flow of schoolchildren from military installations, 
the Indian population, and other Federal responsibilities, continues to overtax 
the school facilities. It is unreasonable and unjust, in my judgment, to expect 
these communities to carry such a heavy burden as this bill would impose in self- 
supporting the federally impacted areas. 

Two military installations in my congressional district, the Altus Air Force 
Base and particularly the Clinton-Sherman Air Force Base are in the growing 
stage and have not reached maximum strength. The communities surround- 
ing these bases are not yet equipped to handle the influx of students and even 
the communities adjacent to Fort Sill, which has been located in Oklahoma more 
than 50 years, are still struggling to keep abreast of the new demands made 
when the missile school was added in 1955 at Fort Sill. 

One of the superintendents whose school system would be drastically affected 
by the cuts proposed in this bill estimates that he would suffer a loss of more 
than $250,000 in 1 year—few communities are prepared for such a setback in 
any field and particularly One as important as the educational field which de- 
mands immediate attention and defies delay. 

We are duty bound to offer proper educational facilities to the families of 
these federally employed. The Congress recognized its responsibility when the 
program was initiated and realized that local school systems cannot be expected 
to bear the burden alone. We made a bargain and it would be a breach of faith 
to ‘“‘welch on the deal” now. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
August 19, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEy, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on General Education, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am much concerned with provisions of H.R. 7140 which 
would reduce Federal assistance to schools in federally impacted areas with 
respect to provisions now existing under terms of Public Laws 815 and 874. 

Language in H.R. 7140 proposing to reduce Federal assistance from 50 per- 
eent to 40 percent for school districts in which Federal properties are actually 
located, and from 50 percent to 25 percent with respect to districts in which the 
properties are not located, if passed into law would cause a real hardship on at 
least five school districts within the State of Nevada. 

In the State of Nevada over one-fourth of the counties receive financial assist- 
ance from the Federal Government through provisions of Public Laws 815 and 
874. Five counties out of a total of 17 have received such assistance. In one 
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of these counties, well over 50 percent of the school population in a single 
community is the direct result of a defense establishment. 

During past years, the Federal Government, through provisions of Public Law 
874, have contributed approximately 4 percent of the total school budget funds 
of these five counties. 

This percentage of Federal contribution would be further lowered by provisions 
in H.R. 7140. On the other side of the coin, 34 Federal properties now existing in 
Nevada consume over 7 million acres of nontaxable property, with no prospect 
of any taxable income to the local taxing bodies. 

I am certain to further lower the percentage of Federal payments to federally 
impacted school districts would be most harmful to the school districts in my 
State as well as in many other like situations throughout the Nation. 

I know that you and your committee are giving much study and serious 
consideration to the language in H.R. 7140, and I will appreciate your includ- 
ing my objections to the bill in the hearings record. 

Cordially, 
ALAN BIBLE. 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN E. Moss 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I am making this state- 
ment in opposition to H.R. 7140 which would limit payments currently made 
under Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 to assist federally impacted school 
districts across the Nation. 

In consideration of the great mass of testimony taken by the subcommittee 
on this subject, I shall try to be as brief as possible. However, because of the 
adverse effect the proposals made by the administration to reduce benefits 
would have on the schools of the State of California and the United States 
generally, I do wish to lay certain facts and observations before you. 

Notwithstanding the strong desire of all of us, including the President, to 
achieve reduction in Federal spending, I feel strongly that such should not be 
made by permitting Federal Government to take a free ride on the backs of 
local taxpayers. 

Even with Federal aid of the type provided under Public Law 815 and 
Public Law 874, the burden of educating children in areas of rapid growth— 
attributable in large part to Federal action—is a crushing one. Without that 
assistance, collapse of effective education in a large~number of school districts 
throughout the country is a real possibility. 

Let us bear in mind that basically what assistance under Public Law 815 and 
Public Law 874 does is merely to require the Federal Government to assume 
part—and by no means an equal share—of the responsibility for educational 
costs that a taxpaying industry or other local activity would be required to 
take. 

If this bill is passed, even the inadequate aid that has in the past been ren- 
dered federally impacted areas in the States will be seriously curtailed. 

Ordinarily, States with rapidly expanding communities solve their problems 
by taxation. California gives place to no State in this respect, despite the fact 
that 48 percent of its area is Federal property, and the school districts are 
thus faced with a narrowing tax base on the one hand and an influx of new 
students on the other. 

In spite of this great tax handicap, California permits a maximum tax for 
educational purposes. Additionally, the public has voted to exceed this statu- 
tory limitation. 

The extent to which Sacramento County taxpayers have done this is indicated 
in the following table of selected school districts with large federally connected 
school populations : 


Sacramento City Unified School District 
Folsom Unified School District 

Rio Linda Union School District 
Orangeville Union School District 
Areade District 

Arden-Carmichael Union School District. 
North Sacramento School District 

San Juan Union High School 

Grant Union High School 
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In every instance these school districts in my congressional district have 
exceeded the statutory tax limitation by a vote of the people. 

That is a record that speaks for itself. And it is a record that is duplicated 
in counties all over California which have suffered any considerable impact 
of Federal employees on school districts. 

I should like to point out to the members of the subcommittee that the con- 
ditions that 9 years ago prefaced the enactment of Public Law 815 and Public 
Law 874 still exist today. In most areas these conditions are even more acute 
now than in 1950. 

Figures show, for example, that between 1950 and 1958 the enrollment of 
students in California schools increased 67.3 percent. Also, due to the increase 
in the acquisition of Federal property, the pupils connected with such property 
are increasing at a greater rate than general enrollment of pupils. Actually, 
the increase in average daily attendance of federally connected pupils in Cali- 
fornia from 1950 to 1958 was 107.1 percent. 

I do not wish it to be construed from this statement that the people of Cali- 
fornia are opposed to Federal installations in the State. Quite the contrary. 
But they feel and I feel that we must continue to recognize and compensate for 
the severe problems these Federal installations bring to local communities, par- 
ticularly as regards classroom space. 

Let us again examine the situation in Sacramento County, Calif., in my con- 
gressional district, to get an idea of what cutting school aid at this time would 
mean to the education program. State educational authorities estimate that 
school districts in this county would lose an estimated $1 million a year in Fed- 
eral aid if Congress approves the cutback proposal. Passage of the bill would, 
in effect, spell the difference between running a normal program and an im- 
poverished one. Sacramento County has been a major recipient of school aid 
due to the presence of such installations as McClellan and Mather Air Force 
Base, and the Aerojet-General Corp. 

In the last fiscal year, State officials estimate, districts were allotted Federal 
funds totaling $2,193,000 for maintenance and operation of schools, and $1,109,000 
for construction. The measure before this subcommittee would reduce sharply 
the amounts of educational aid for children of workers at military bases, and 
eliminate entirely from entitlement computations such private defense con- 
tractors as the missile-manufacturing Aerojet-General Corp. 

Here are a few instances of how limiting payments under Public Law 815 
and Public Law 874 would affect some of the county school districts referred to 
earlier in this statement : 

Officials of the San Juan Union High School District, which last year was 
eligible for $236,000 in operation aid, said their loss might run as high as 75 
percent. 

Arden-Carmichael district, the recipient of $203,000, would be in line for a 
50-percent slash. 

The same cutback ratio is figured by the Sacramento City school system, which 
last year was granted $387,000. 

Other districts predict lesser percentage losses. 

In the Grant Union High School District, the beneficiary of $220,000, the slash 
is estimated at about 20 percent. 

In the Folsom Unified School District, which received $246,000, the reduction 
might run as high as $80,000. 

Currently, more than 18,000 pupils in Sacramento County are counted for 
Federal aid entitlement. The figures for the State of California as a whole are, 
of course, many times higher than that for Sacramento County. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of these representative facts and figures, I urge the 
members of the subcommittee to vote against H.R. 7140. To further shift the 
burden of school maintenance in federally impacted areas onto the backs of 
the thousands of people in California and the Nation who have repeatedly voted 
school bonds, raised taxes, cut corners, and used every other means known to 
them to provide an adequate educational standard would be most unjust and 
inequitable. 


TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN GEORGE P. MILLER IN OPPOSITION TO H.R. 7140 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity 
to present my views in opposition to H.R. 7140, a bill to amend Public Laws 815 
and 874, &lst Congress, relating to school assistance in federally affected areas, 
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so as to limit payments under such laws to situations involving tax-exempt 
Federal property. 

Public Laws 815 and 874 were enacted by Congress after studies clearly estab- 
lished the Federal Government’s responsibility to assist local agencies in pro- 
viding educational opportunities for children whose parents are connected with 
defense activities. Today the need to assist these federally impacted school 
districts is even more pressing. 

If the proposal now under consideration by the committee is adopted the 
educational program in school districts all over the Nation will be seriously 
impaired at a time when the education of our youth is of vital importance to 
our survival as a free people. 

I am informed by the State of California Department of Education that reduc- 
tions under this proposal would affect districts in which 51 percent of the total 
number of pupils in California are enrolled. 

The district I have the honor of representing, southern Alameda County, has 
un exceptionally large number of military installations. Over 50 percent of the 
upland of Alameda, the city in which I live, is in the hands of the Federal 
Government and over 33 percent of the pupils enrolled are federally connected. 

It is my understanding that acquisition of Federal property in California is 
increasing and pupils connected with such property are increasing at a greater 
rate than increases in total pupil enrollment. 

The location of a defense activity in an area results in increased school popu- 
lation without a resulting increase in tax revenues. The Federal Government 
must continue to assume its share of the cost of providing education for these 
children. 

Before any major changes are made affecting assistance to school districts im- 
pacted by the presence of defense industries, I respectfully suggest that the com- 
mittee send representatives into the most affected areas for on-the-spot investiga- 
tions. I am sure the committee will find the need to continue Public Laws 815 
and 874 is as great as it was in 1950 when these laws were adopted by Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly believe the proposals submitted by the Secretary of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, as set forth in H.R. 7140, are 
completely unrealistic and I urge the committee to oppose any curtailment of 
Public Laws 815 and 874. 


STATEMENT BY WRIGHT PATMAN, MEMBER OF CONGRESS OF TEXAS 


At the outset, I would like to state that I am opposed to H.R. 7140, the bill 
under consideration by your committee at this time, which I understand will 
drastically reduce the funds to carry on the program of assisting public schools 
in federally affected areas. 

This program has been in operation the past 10 years and the assistance pro- 
vided under Public Laws 874 and 815 now in effect has enabled many school 
districts to survive and to educate a large number of children whose parents 
live or work on Federal installations. 

Almost every day we hear and read about the administration supporting 
education and wanting to increase the number of teachers and school facilities ; 
but despite all of this fine talk, we find that in this bill, the administration wants 
to decrease aid to the schools in federally affected areas. 

The impacted situations still exist in the First Congressional District of Texas, 
which I have the honor to represent, and the proposed reduction would severely 
handicap the educational program in our section, as Well as over the entire 
country. 

The Red River Arsenal in Bowie County, Tex., in my district, has a fine defense 
record, which I have mentioned before this committee in the past. A sharp cur- 
tailment of the program that is being sought by the administration would be very 
detrimental to the future of the schools in the vicinity of Red River Arsenal, to 
mention only one vital impact area. There are many others. My opinion is 
that the provisions of this bill would throw established school budgets into 
jeopardy. 

There is one provision in this bill which would reduce the payment to all 
schools by 50 percent if no part of the original school district is located within 
the Federal installation. In Bowie County where the Red River Arsenal is 
located, this provision would affect 9 out of 10 common school districts. Those 
are the districts which would be hurt to the greatest degree by such provision. 
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The proposals in this bill, especially the ones affecting Public Law 874, are 
objectionable. One independent school district in Bowie County—New Boston— 
would be deprived of approximately $4,000 each year. 

At Texarkana, Tex., my hometown, this school under the present law has 
received approximately $57,000 annually. Under the new proposals they would 
receive only one-half that amount. That school draws about 50 percent now, 
but under the new proposals, it would be cut to 25 percent, making the assistance 
that would be received just one-half as much. 

To mention another independent school district—De Kalb, Tex.—also in Bowie 
County, passage of this bill would cause this school to lose approximately $14,000 
annually. 

I could name many others. 

Repeating what I have said before, the people in the categories who would be 
affected are today where they are because of a Federal facility. They are where 
they are because it served the purpose of the Federal Government and of tax- 
payers throughout the country that they should be there. It is clear, then, 
where the responsibility lies. So drastically reducing the assistance to the 
schools in these areas would shift the burden to the local district and the local 
taxpayer. In other words, it would transfer a national defense responsibility 
to the local community. 

I do not believe the Members of Congress want this condition to be brought 
about by the passage of the bill now under consideration. 

Again may I state that I am opposed to this bill in its entirety, and I want 
to thank the members of this committee for the privilege of making this state- 
ment in opposition to it. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Ep EDMONDSON, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF 
OKLATIOMA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to present a statement for this 
subcommittee in connection with H.R. 7140. This is a bill that would seriously 
cripple many extremely important and urgently needed phases of our existing 
programs relating to the construction and the maintenance and operation of 
school facilities in areas affected by Federal activities. 

Mr. Chairman, I vigorously oppose this bill and urge the committee to reject 
it and the philosophy which stands behind it. In this age of tremendous tech- 
nological change and advance in science and in almost every field of learning, 
we can afford to do nothing that will hinder our educational advances or tend to 
diminish educational opportunities to any American anywhere in the land. 

On February 4, 1958, I appeared before this subcommittee and urged with all 
the strength at my command that it take action in connection with both Public 
Law 815 and 874 programs to extend them without any crippling amendments, 
and that it give most careful consideration to proposals for the liberalization 
of these programs. Subsequently, both this subcommittee and the Congress did 
substantially that, and good legislation was enacted during the second session 
of the 85th Congress concerning these programs. 

At the time I testified before you last year, I referred in some detail to the 
administration proposals to limit assistance to instances where the Federal 
personnel both live and work on Federal property, and bitterly opposed this 
plan. I reiterate this stand today, even though H.R. 7140 does not go as far as 
the 1958 proposals. 

You have heard the testimony of Mr. Oscar V. Rose, superintendent of schools 
at Midwest City, Okla., which has outlined in considerable detail and excellent 
fashion the reasons why we in Oklahoma oppose the proposal you are now 
considering. I endorse Mr. Rose’s remarks, and congratulate him on his fine 
statement to the subcommittee. 

These programs under the existing laws have been of immense benefit to scores 
of schools in the Second Congressional District of Oklahoma, which I represent. 
The reduction of these programs along the lines which would result from enact- 
ment of the pending bill would be a heavy blow to education in my district, and 
to education throughout the State of Oklahoma: It would deprive many school- 
children of urgently needed educational facilities and programs. 

In my own district, it is my understanding that we have & applicants, and 
these are mainly small schools. Any reduction of this program would be of 
material damage to these small school districts, for they would be unable to 
absorb the loss of funds to their school budget. 
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In my statement to the subcommittee last year, I pointed out in particular the 
urgent need for the continuation of the existing programs with respect to schools 
where there are pupils whose parents reside or work on tax-exempt Indian land— 
which is not restricted to so-called Indian reservations. I pointed out that in 
the Stae of Oklahoma, practically all Indian land was allotted to Indians, and 
much of it has remained tax-exempt, creating many complicated problems, and 
providing a continuing example of an area which has been federally impacted 
as a result. The land situation in Oklahoma and other States where there are 
areas of substantial Indian land allotments has made it of urgent importance to 
continue the existing programs to provide necessary aid in the construction and 
operation and maintenance of schools in such areas where they are so badly 
needed. 

From my own experience I know the great amount of good these programs 
have done and are doing for many, many schools and schoolchildren in my 
district, and I shall resist with every resource at My command any plan to 
curtail these programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the members of this subcommittee to reject this bill. 

Thank you for affording me this opportunity to present a statement. 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN JOHN JARMAN, FiFtH DISTRICT, OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, I regret that my own committee assignment prevented my 
appearance before your subcommittee yesterday to present Mr. Oscar V. Rose, 
superintendent of schools, Midwest City, Okla., who presented testimony in 
opposition to H.R. 7140. I have reviewed his testimony and respectfully request 
the committee members to carefully consider the position developed in regard 
to the proposed changes in Public Laws 874 and 815. 

There are approximately 40 school districts in the Fifth Congressional District 
of Oklahoma, which I am privileged to represent, which are presently receiving 
assistance under Public Laws 874 and 815, and thus I have a keen interest in 
the changes proposed by H.R. 7140. During the 9 years this legislation has 
been in effect the Federal funds supplied have made it possible for the officials 
of these federally impacted districts to provide a normal educational opportunity 
to more than 15,000 schoolchildren whose parents either live on or are employed 
on tax-exempt property. 

Information from these school districts indicates that the reduction in the 
rates as proposed in H.R. 7140 will reduce the Federal funds presently being 
received by more than one-half million dollars and I urge the subcommittee to 
carefully consider the damage this loss in revenue will do to the educational 
program of these children. In view of this, I wish to express my opposition 
to the present proposal and respectfully request that any changes be delayed 
until after June 30, 1961, the expiration date of Public Laws 874 and 815. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. MEYER, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, VERMONT 


Mr. Chairman, I oppose the administration proposal for cutting aid to school 
districts serving federally impacted areas. 

This proposal would cut funds already promised to school districts in areas 
where the special need for assistance is clearly caused by Federal activities ; 
namely in school districts where the Federal Government has added to the. 
burden of educational costs and has provided no local means for obtaining tax 
revenue at the source of the burden. This applies most often in the case of 
military installations which are of course tax exempt, and where the married 
personnel are usually young people with school-age families, thus creating heavy 
school enrollments. Over the years the Government has worked out with local 
authorities a system of payments to the school districts in these so-called im- 
pacted areas, and this system is reported to have worked very well. It has been 
done on the basis of the needs in the specific area, and by making best use of the 
local facilities that were available. Now the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare proposes to change all of this. 

One of his proposals is to reduce by up to one-half the aid to be given in 
situations where parents work on, but do not reside in, tax-exempt property, 
or where they live in a school district other than the district in which the tax- 
exempt property is located. He states that “there is no direct loss of revenue” 
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in cases like this, and that the proposed 25 percent reimbursement of cost per 
pupil in lieu of the present 50 percent is a generous allowance. 

Let me point to the situation in Burlington, Vt., to show why this approach 
is wrong, and why it will work hardship on the schools in that city. Personnel 
at nearby Ethan Allen Air Force Base live and pay taxes in various small towns 
surrounding the installation, but Burlington is the only large city in the area 
and it is in Burlington where most of the children go to schooi. This is reason- 
able, because of the comparative size of school facilities, and the ability of Bur- 
lington to more easily absorb the extra pupils, and it has worked out extremely 
well. Yet, under the administration proposal, the Federal assistance would be 
eut in half to 25 percent of the actual cost per pupil for the Burlington district. 
With the tax burden falling more heavily on Burlington property owners as a 
result of this proposal, it may well be that Burlington would have to consider 
refusing to continue its present program. The burden of providing adequate 
facilities for these children would then have to be borne by the much smaller 
communities in the immediate vicinity of the bases, and these towns are less 
able than Burlington to support larger school programs because of their resi- 
dential character. In short, the present solution has worked out harmoniously 
and to the best advantage of all concerned, and it would be shortsighted and 
unfortunate indeed if this relationship could not be continued. 

Vermont has four communities receiving aid under Public Law S874 at the 
present time—Springfield, Hartford, Burlington, and Norwich. If H.R. 7140, 
embodying the administration proposal, should be approved, the allotment to 
Vermont under the program will be cut by some 26.9 percent, or from $67,728 to 
$49,531, for fiscal year 1960. The difference of some $18,197 may not seem large 
in these days of billion-dollar budgets, but it is important to education in Ver- 
mont. School districts have already prepared their budgets with the expectation 
of receiving this assistance and can hardly be expected to look elsewhere at this 
time. 

In the words of a school official in Vermont directly involved in this problem : 
“In this day of Federal aid to highways, hospitals, urban renewal programs, and 
sewage disposal plants, why is education the unwanted stepchild of our Federal 
Government?” 

This is the question that this committee must consider in making its decision on 
H.R. 7140, and I strongly urge disapproval of this unwise proposal. 


HOovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 12, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on General Education, House Committee on Education 
and Labor, House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to you for the purpose of expressing my 
strong opposition to H.R. 7140, now the subject of hearings by your Subcom- 
mittee on General Education. 

There is little I can add to the very excellent testimony of Mr. H. William 
Hammond, of Stratford, Conn., before the subcommittee, except to emphasize 
again the obvious unfairness of any proposal to reduce in scope the excellent 
and very badly needed programs authorized by the 81st Congress in Public Laws 
815 and 874. 

The largest single employer in the four eastern counties of Connecticut 
which I represent is the Electric Boat Division of the General Dynamics Corp. 
in Groton. This firm, as you probably know, is the world’s leading builder of 
submarines, both conventional and nuclear-powered. 

With the very sharp decline in recent years in the textile industry, my 
district’s economy has become almost completely dependent upon such federally 
eonnected industries as Electric Boat, the United Aircraft plants in East Hart- 
ford, and the nuclear aircraft research plant in Middletown. 

Connecticut, as I am sure you know, has never stinted on its expenditures 
for education with or without Federal help. At the same time it is by no 
means a spendthrift State. Governor Ribicoff’s record in holding down State 
expenditures and balancing the State budget is well known throughout the 
country. My State is an example of a State which is not looking for handouts 
but merely fair and equitable treatment. 

H.R. 7140 does not, to my mind, constitute fair and equitable treatment. 
It is a clear denial of an assurance given by the 85th Congress that these vital 
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programs would continue essentially unchanged until 1961. I strongly urge 
the subcommittee to report the bill unfavorably. 
With warmest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 
CHESTER BOWLES. 


HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 13, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on General Education, 
Education and Labor Committee. 


Dear Mr, CHAIRMAN: This is to express my opposition to H.R. 7140, which 
is designed to cut the Federal assistance to public schools in federally impacted 
areas, and which is the subject of hearings by your committee. 

Fourteen counties of Maryland receive Federal assistance for operating their 
schools under Public Laws 815 and 874. The passage of this bill will directly 
affect the financing of schools in these counties and will curtail the educational 
programs of 330,000 of the 550,000 children enrolled in Maryland schools.  Al- 
though my district in Baltimore City is not directly affected by the measure, 
it will affect 60 percent of the public school children in the State, which, of 
course, will result in repercussions in the city. 

In view of the terrific adverse impact this legislation will have on the State 
of Maryland, I cannot emphasize too strongly my intense opposition to H.R. 
7140. 

Warmest regards. 

Sincerely, 
SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 13, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEy, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on General Education, House Committee on Education 
and Labor, House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR COLLEAGUE: I am very much alarmed at the possibility of favorable 
action on H.R. 7140, which would reduce Federal assistance to schools in fed- 
erally affected areas. 

Passage of this legislation would have a disastrous effect in Maryland, where 
14 of the 23 counties are receiving aid under Public Laws 815 and 874. The 
educational program of about 60 percent of the pupils of the State would have 
to be curtailed, if the present appropriation were not continued. 

Just last year both the State and sales taxes were increased by 50 percent 
to provide sufficient revenues for the State and passage of H.R. 7140 could 
mean further increases or curtailment of the educational program. 

Under the circumstances, I strongly urge your committee to report this legis- 
lation unfavorably. 

Sincerely, 
EpwWarp A. GARMATZ. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., August 18, 1959. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
Chairman, General Education Subcommittee, 
House Committee on Education and Labor. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that your subcommittee will 
conclude hearings on H.R. 7140 tomorrow. I would appreciate your including 
in your record on the bill the enclosed letter from the superintendent of schools 
San Francisco Unified School District. Thank you. 

With best wishes. 

Sincerely, 


: 


WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD, 
Member of Congress. 
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San FRANcIScO UNIFIED ScHooL DISTRICT, 
San Francisco, Calif., August 13, 1959, 
Hon. WILiiAM 8S. MAILLIARD, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. MAILLIARD: We have been advised that H.R. 7140, amending 
Public Laws 874 and 815, is under consideration by the House Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

These amendments have been proposed by the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare, and are inconsistent with the policy and philosophy embodied 
by Congress in the present law. The basic policy of the present law is that 
“Congress thereby declares it to be the policy of the United States to provide for 
annual assistance * * * for those local educational agencies upon which the 
United States has placed financial burdens by reasons of the fact that— 

“(2) such agencies provide for education for children residing on Fed- 
eral property ; or 

“(3) such agencies provide education for children whose parents are em- 
ployed on Federal property ; or”. 

Federal payments to school districts are more closely related to the burden 
imposed than to the value of Federal property and the fact that the Federal 
property may or may not be located in the school district of attendance is not 
pertinent. The amendments propose a reduction in the rates of Federal sup- 
port, mainly in the case of children whose parents work or live on Federal prop- 
erty located outside the district where the children attend school. 

If H.R. 7140 is enacted, it would result in a loss in Federal funds of ap- 
proximately $160,000 to San Francisco. 

We are advised that the California Department of Education forwarded ma- 
terial on this subject to the California delegation in Congress in June 1959. 
We are in full accord with that presentation. 

After you have had an opportunity to consider the proposed amendments, we 
urge you to lend your assistance to defeat the proposals contained in H.R. 7140. 

Very truly yours, 
HARoitp Spears, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


Sotano County ARMED Forces COMMITTEE, 
Fairfield, Calif., August 12, 1959. 
CHAIRMAN, 
Subcommittee, House Education and Labor Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: It has come to our attention that your subcommittee is holding hear- 
ings on H.R. 7140, a bill proposing to drastically curtail existing program of 
Federal aid to school districts in federally impacted areas. It is understood the 
bill would deeply cut presently authorized allowance to local schools for children 
related to personnel living or working on military reservations. 

Since Solano County, Calif., is perhaps one of the highest federally impacted 
areas in the country, the proposed reduction would have calamitous effect for 
most school districts located therein. For the record, you are advised that this 
committee, which is composed of elected representatives of all the people of the 
county, is strongly opposed to this proposed reduction of funds. It is not under- 
stood how, in these days of rising costs and great need for more and better schools, 
any reduction in funds can be made for the education of children. 

It is strongly urged that present provisions of Public Law 874 be retained 
because while they are not completely adequate they are relatively equitable and 
districts affected are able to operate thereunder without too much difficulty. 

Very truly yours, 


Mayor H. G. RicHarpson, 
Chairman. 
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August 12, 1959. 
Representative GRAHAM A. BARDEN, 

Chairman, House Committee on Education and Labor, 

Washington, D.C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN Barpen: The National Association of County Officials 
(NACO), composed of 6,000 elected and appointed county officials in 49 States, 
has gone on record in opposition to any reduction in Federal funds under Public 
Laws 815 and 874. In accordance with the directive of the resolution adopted by 
the National Association of County Officials on July 29, 1959, at its annual Con- 
ference in Detroit, Mich., I am filing with your committee a copy of that NACO 
resolution opposing any cut in Federal assistance for education in impacted areas. 

It is respectfully requested that this letter of transmittal and the accompanying 
resolution be printed with the record of the hearings on H.R. 7140. 

Sincerely, 
BerRNARD F.. HILLENBRAND, 
Executive Director. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS, DETROIT CONFERENCE, JULY 29, 1959 


RESOLUTION—REDUCTION OF FEDERAL FUNDS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 
815 AND PUBLIC LAW 874 OPPOSED 


Whereas Federal financial aid is available for the support of education in 
school districts where the housing of Federal employees or the operation of 
Federal installations or both has created a burden on the local taxpayers; and 

Whereas Public Law 815 has provided money for the construction of new 
classrooms where necessary and Public Law 874 has aided in financing the per 
pupil expenditures in an amount equal to the amount financed by local tax rev- 
enhues; and 

Whereas 8S. 1939 (Goldwater) and H.R. 7140 (Kearns) propose to reduce the 
amount of this Federal responsibility in the estimated amount of $15,250,400 
from Public Law 815 and $47,016,664 from Public Law 874, a grand total of 
$62,267,064; and, 

Whereas hearings on H.R. 7140 begin on July 29, 1959, before the Subcommit- 
tee on General Education of the House Committee on Education and Labor: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the National Association of County Officials opposes any re- 
duction of Federal money to school districts presently allocated under the pro- 
visions of Public Law 815 or Public Law 874; be it further 

Resolved, That the position of the National Association of County Officials be 
communicated to the appropriate committees of the Congress of the United 
States. 


Mr. Battzry. The committee will recess until 10 o’clock on Wednes- 
day of next week, at which time we will try to get together and decide 
the issues. 

(Whereupon, at 2:20 p.m., the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Wednesday, August 26, 1959.) 


x 





